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ABSTRACT 

A study was conducted to evaluate . rents' reactions 
to and utilization of the Child Development center (CDC> sponsored by 
OBO for it^^(7ashington, D«C« . based employees. Intervie^MS vere 
conducted with all 43 users of the CDC (22 OEO eo^loyees and 21 
employees of other Federal ag^cies) and with 137 other OEO employees 
who are parents of young children* ■ Fifty* four of the latter group 
were chosen as the comparison group. .Several types of analyses were 
conducted: (1) develo^^nt of a general profile co^iparing OEO CDC 
users to users of other types of day care; (2) estimate of need and ^ 
effective demand for the OEO CDC; (3) estimates of the economic 
benefit to OEO; (4) analysis of user satisfaction and ccmpariscm to 
the satisfaction raported by users of other arrangements; (5) 
analysis of key factors affecting day care decisions and the 
trade*of f s among them; and (6) comparis^oif of the results of this 
study to the evaluations of twr other federally sponsored day care 
centers, to findings from the OEO national day care survey of 1970, 
and to the Massachusetts Early Education Project* (KM) 
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In March 1972 the Office of Economic Opportutiity opened 
Child Development Center (CDC) for its employees. The 
Center, operated by Edufsx Incorporated and supported by 
Research and Development ^nds, has recently been eval- 
uated by the Office of Planning, Research and Evaluation 
on the basis of the following criteria: 

(1) The extent of the need for child 
care services by, GEO employees; 

(2) The extent to which this need is 
met by a center located near the 
work place; 

(3) The factors which are important 
to parents when selecting child 
care; 

(4) The amount parents are willing 
to pay for an enriched child 
development child care, and 

(5) The economic benefits accruing to 
the federal government from such 
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factors as decreased employee 
absenteeism, tardiness and 
turnover. 

The Center was designed to accoomodate sixty children In 
two classrooms of > Idren each. It opened with 
an enrollment of thirty children and In Its eight months 
of operation has expanded to the present enrollment of 
fifty children --which, because of space limitations In 
one classroom, may be Its operating capacity* Approxl- 
mately twenty of the participants are children of OEO 
employees; the remaining thirty are children of parents 
from other federal agencies generally employed near the 
Center* The children represent a desirable mixture of 
the sexer (twenty-five boys and twenty-five girls) and 
ages (7 tvo-year-olds, 17 threes, 15 fours, and 11 fives). 
Seventy-seven percent of the families are black, and 
family incomes range from $6,000 to over $20,000 per 
year« 

Although the investigation tends to confirm that the 
children in the (3)0 are participating in a rewarding, 
empathetic daily experience, the reader is cautioned 
that the focus of this evaluation was on the parents, 
not their children* Therefore, the findings presented 
relate to administrative matters and parental needs, 
not child development. 



The study is reported In two parts. The objective of 
the foreword Is to provide OEO msnagement with Infor- 
mation that will assist them In deliberations concern- 
ing refunding of t:he CDC. It was prepared by the 
Evaluation Division/Office of Planning, Research and 
Evaluation and focuses on the historical and opera- 
tional aspects of the Center. The body of the report 
prepared by Westat Incorporated, reports the results 
of Interviews with 180 OEO parents and CDC users. 
The Interviews were conducted In July 1972 approxi- 
mately four months after the Center opened. Westat 
was charged with the primary research objective of 
this evaluation, namely, to evaluate parents* reactions 
to and utilization of the Center, ifhile the report 
was written by separate organizations, it is intended to 
serve as a unitary case study for individuals in other 
agencies who are contemplating child care services for 
children of their employees. 

SlUMARY OF FIMDINGS 

1. The Statement ot Work section in the contract between 
OEO, Edufax, and the GDC operator details their goals: 

" The Office of Economic Opportunity desires 
to demonstrate that employees and employer 
cooperating together can provide a dally 
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child developmental progrem in a stimuUtin^ , 
safe and well supervised environment at a 
reasonable cost which will allow parents to 
engage in income producing employment." 
(Emphasis supplied by author.) 



Stimulating Environment 

It is our opinion that the children are receiving a 
stimulating developmental program in a safe well-super- 
vised environment. Eighty-four percent of the parents 
using the Center report they are "completely or very 
satisfied" with the program. In addition , 88 percent 
of the parents reported their children are very h«:ppy 
with the program. The Center is licensed by the District 
of Columbia and is in substantial compliance with the 
1968 Federal Interagency Day Care Standards.^ 

Employee-Employer Cooperation 

The area with which parents report the most dissatisfaction 
concerns parent participation in CDC policy and decision 
making. The degree of successful cooperation between the 
various individuals and parties (OEO, parents, and Edufax) 
involved has been varied. Although there were attempts at 
participatory decision making during the Center's establish 
ment, the contractual arrangement between OEO and Edufax 

^ S. DHBW, OEO, DQL, "Federal Interagency Day Care 
Requirements/* September 1968* 
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hM limited the parents* roIe« Although a number of in- 
dividuals (five-fifteen) represented parent interests In 
the original planning and selection of the operating con- 
tractor, an organized group of parents did not exist at 
this time. Furthermore, it was very difficult for parents 
to comnlt themselves, and their children, to an idea-- 
""as contrasted to a concrete program. ^( iM iat^reatTbg 
to not^ that of these original parent representatives, only 
one used the Center; several others did not have children 
eligible and several chose^not to enroll their children.) 

At present there is a parent advisory board composed of 
seven parents representing users of the Center and four 
members representing GEO administration^ This parent 
board has made progress in learning what role it can 
play in the contractural arrangement between GEO and 
Edufax. But still, attendance at parent meetings has 
been and is spotty. 

Reasonable Costs 

During the months June through September, the Center's 
average operating costs were between $250 and $300 per 
child per month which, if continued over an entire year, 
would equal $3,000 to $3,600 per child annually. (This 
excludes most one-time costs encountered in establishing 
the CDC.) Generally, parents interviewed expressed a 
willingness to pay $50 to $100 per month per child. Less 
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than ten percent of potential xxsers of the Center express a 
willingness to pay over $200 per month for all of their children 
Parents who can afford higher fees typically have L^gh 
incomes and desire an at-home arrangement which includes 
housekeeping services. Individual fees at the Center 
range from $17 a month for families with annual incomes 
below $5,300 to $130 for families with incomes above 
$20,000, OEO employees using other centers in the metro- 
politan area typically pay $50-$100 per month per child. 
A survey, conducted by the Office of Planning, Research 
and Evaluation, &f all centers in the metropolitan area 
found that the vast majority of centers charge $80*$90 
per month regardless of income. The child development 
centers run by Headstazw, Model Cities and National 
Capitol Area Child Development Center Association and 
other federal agencies report costs in the range of $150- 
$250 per child per month* 

A superficial analysis of costs indicates that it would 
probably require a drastic change in the program (in kind 
rather than degree) before income from parents would cover 
a significant portion of operating costs. This analysis 
also indicates that monthly per-child operating costs 
will decline as the Center completes its break-in period. 
Furthermore, in future contract negotiations, certain 
costs could be negotiated doimward because of knowledge 
gained in the first operating year. 
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At present, the Center operating costs are running 
about $14,000 per month. Some belc tightening might 
reduce the costs to $12,000 or $11,000 per month. 
Parents* fees presently total about $3,000 per month. 
If fees were increased ^^ir^erage of $5 per week and 
additional children were recruited to fill the Center 
to design capacity, incotse would increase to approxi- 
mately $5,000 per month. Typically there are six to 
ten children absent each day so that the Center could 
be over-enrolled by another eight children. This would 
increase income another $600 to $1,000 per month. There- 
fore, conservatively, the minimum gap between parent 
payments and expenses is $5»000 per month or an additional 
$80-$100 per month per parent for a sixty-child center. . 

Allow Parents to Engine in Employment 
We can fii^ no evidence that the operation has had any 
effect on whether parents work or not. The people using 
the Center were working before and changed only their 
type of child care arrangement. The Center has not been 
used in any way to promote employment of low income in- 
dividuals at OEO or promote employment ^ ^ow income in- 
dividuals living in the nei^borhood surrounding theK3>C. 
As best we can tell^ new employees are only told about 
the Center if they ask. Several employees who showed 
early interest in the Center when later asked why they 
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had not enrolled their children replied that their wives 
has not returned to work as expected. Apparently, child care 
was not the major barrier to employment for those In- 
dividuals. It should be noted, however, that several of 
the CDC users are quite concerned that they might not be 
able to find adequate arrangements If the Center were 
closed . 

2. Is this research and development project unique and 
Innovative? 

Although the Center Is unique In that It differs from the 
majority of day care arrangements because it focuses on 
child development, it is typical of centers specializing 
in child development. For example, there are several 
government agencies in this area that have employee day 
care centers. They are all very much the same in general 
emphasis and have a similar parent, employer, contractor 
relationship. The contractors differ somewhat in the 
quality of service provided but generally operate in the 
$2,00O*$3,O0O per-chiH-year cost range. 

In the early formative stages of planning certain decisions 
had to be made in order to start the project moving. 
The first of these was that there would be a center 
operated near OEO. Given this decision. It was fairly 
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difficult to be very Innovative. Parent participation 
also tended to lead the project toward traditional ways. 

The CDC Is not Innovative In terms of demonstrating new 
concepts In child care for OEO (federal) employees or for 
Its clientele, the poor, nor Is there any evidence that 
the parents It serves wish It to be. 

3. What Is the demand for care of children of OEO employees? 

We estimate there are approximately 100 parents who need 
full time care for their children ages two to six yeers 
old, the age range restriction of the Center. As of 
September 30 there were twenty OEO parents using the 
Center 9 a participation rate of about 20 percent. Because 
of various consumer preference factors , such as desire 
for home care, convenience, availability of relatives, and 
costji we believe that at most 50 percent of parents need- 
ing full day care would utilize center-type care. We 
would think that an employment -based center care might 
capture one-third to two-thirds of that or approximately 
seventeen to thirty-four total user parents. (Fifty-five 
percent of the 180 parents interviewed perferred to have 
the Center within walking distance of work rather than 
walking distance of home.) Therefore, we would conclude 
that somewhat fewer OEO parents (twenty) are using the 
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Center than would be expected but that total utilizatioQ 
probably would never reach fifty to sixty OEO parents. 
We believe the original projections of expected employee 
utilization were unrealistically high. 

In terms of the utilization by grade, we find the following 
for OEO employees: . - 



Grade 


2-5 


6-7 


9 


. 11& 12 


13+ 


TOTAL 


percent (of those 
using CDC) 


41% 


3:^ 


0% 


13% 


14% 


100% 



Some people would argue that it is inequitable to provide 
benefits only to a special group of employees--in this 
case, those wIm> need full day care for their preschool 
children while they work. We will not deal with that 
argument here because it gets into the broader question 
of employee rights and benefits which is not the focus 
of this evaluation* It should be noted, however, if one 
wishes to be equitable to. all those enq^loyees needing 
day care for their children, that approximately 120 OEO 
employees are excluded by the ages of their children 
(ages under two and 'over six). These employees provide 
potential for innovative programs such as employee vouchers* 

The future OEO employee need will> of course, be affected 
by the extent of regional izat ion and other reorganizations 
which are planned. Decisions concerning the Center should 

xvm 



take these plans into account. However^ in actuality 
the Center is no longer strictly an OEO center^ but a 
federal employees' center. There will always be suffi- 
cient federal employees to fill the Center^ given its 
present fee schedule. 

4. What reasons do parents give for not using the Center? 

We have . two sources of data. In July 1971^ a survey of 
OEO eflq>loyees was made by OEO administration and 60 employees 
expressed Interest in the Center. In February 1972^ 
thirteen of those parents had enrolled their children in 
the Center. We sent a questionnaire to the remaining 
47 parents to determine why they had not enrolled their 
children. Repeated follow-ups resulted in 46 replies 
sumnarized below: 



No longer employed at OEO 10 

Costs are too high 13 

Inconvenient location 8 

Spouse did not return to 

work 5 

Child no longer in area 5 

Children are not two- six 

years old 4 

Other re isons 16 

Total responses 



* Since some respondents gave multiple reasons the total 
is greater than 46* 
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It l8 important to note that sany of those responding to 
the questionnaire felt they had shown interest in but not 
enrolImerL coaDitmenw to the Center. Unfortunately, it 
appeals that OEO administration interpreted the survey 
results as a rather firm estimate of need for the Center*- 
in fact, this may have been the reason for planning a center 
with a sixty-child capacity. ^ 

Seven of the 46 gave high fees as their only reason. We 
will return to the fee schedule later. 

In July 1972, Westat, Incorporated, under contrMt with 
the Office of Planning, Research, and Evaluatioaj{ inter- 
viewed 180 employees. Thir interview group included all ^ 
users of the CDC plus all known employees with children in 
the under six-year old category. Fifty- three individuals 
who qualify for use o£ the CDC but who are presently using 
other day care for their children gave the following answers 
to the question: 

"What are the one or two most important reasons 
why you have decided not to send your children 
to the OEO day care center?" 

Do not like location/transportation problems 
Prefer present arrangement 
Too expensive 
Child too young 
Other 

Total responses 

XX 



18 
16 
14 
13 

69 



When asked what changes might persuade them to use the 
Center, 19 responded: ''None, prefer .present arrangement,*' 
and the other 34 responded in a manner consistent with 
their previous answers. 

We would conclude that satisfaction with present arrangements, 
fees higher than what parents arfe willing to pay, and 
location near work rather than home are the prominent 
reasons why parents who use full time care have not 
switched to the CDC. We believe, moreover, that minor 
changes in the present program or fess would not significantly 
affect enrollment. Although changing the fee schedule 
for the higher income employees and lowering the age of 
eligibility might entice a few more OEO employees to use 
the Center, it is doubtful that this would narrow the gap 
between operating costs and parent payments. .The people 
who most likely would be enticed into using the Center 
by lowering the fee schedule are at the higher income 
brackets* Reducing the fees for the higher income families 
relative to lower Income families would be contrary both 
to the Office of Management and Budget policy and OEO 
philosophy. We believe that if one wished to increase 
the OEO demand for the Center, a more aggressive merchandizing- 
program would probably be more cost-effective. 

Two additional pole ':s i.xe worth noting concernitij what is 
considered by many as a low response rate by OEO employees 
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toward the CDC First, OEO administration has the sole 
responsibility for recruitment. One can conjecture that 
because of the American Federation of Government Employees' 
(AFGE) demands for day care, the administration of OEO 
assumed there was a backlog of employee demand for the 
Center which would present itself without an aggressive 
sales campaign when the Center opened. Whether the low 
key enrollment campaign by administration or unrealistic 
expectations by the union are the cause of the present, 
assessment is of little import now except as a caution 
to othexf agencies contemplating centers. Such agencies 
should obtain as many firm coamitments as possible and 
have accurate estimates of the total number of employees 
using full time day care. Attention must be focused on 
those individuals rather than dissipated over the entire 
agency through general employee information channels* 
Secondly, since the CDC is near enrollment capacity, 
decisions must be made as to whether to try to increase 
enrollment of OEO employee children and as to what priority 
OEO employees have over other agency employees who are 
presently enrolled or might apply in the future. This 
decision assumes importance to the extent that the Center '4 
success is measured by the number of OEO employees whose 
children are enrolled* 
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5. What factors are Important to parents Who must select 
day care arrangements for their children? 

Unfortunately, there Is no simple answer to this question 
because it is highly dependent upon the Individual 
family's circumstances and needs--both the parents and 
their children. OEO employees evidence a wide range of 
circumstances. In terms uf stated preference, three factors 
stand out as uelng important tc OEO parents when selecting 
an ideal day care arrangement; they are: 1) availability 
of a formal education program; 2) affordable cost; and 3) 
convenient location. With respect to each of these factorn 
each family views the CDC from a different perspective. 
Furthermore, families do not appear to be necessarily 
consistent in their implicit or explicit choices between 
these and other factors. Chapter 7 and 8 deal much more 
extensively with this question. It should be ^votcd hat 
a great deal of additional work will be required befdre anyone 
can predict with jeasonable accuracy what parents will do 
when confronted with a choice of day care arrangements. 

6. What are the economic benefits to OEO (the federal 
government), as an employer, accruing from the Center? 

Before discussing our conclusions on this point, we believe 
it should be recognized that there are several basic issues 
which need to be resolved to put employer benefits in proper 
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perspective. We will not resolve them, but only pose them 
here. Is the CDC an employee benefit? Is it a gift from 
the employer or a right of the employee? To be justified, 
should the Center "pay** for itself? 

Possible benefits to management are reduced absenteeism^ 
tardiness, and turnover, improved ability to hire, and 
other public interest benefits such as increasing the 
child's development and potential for future growth, plus 
increasing another family member's potential for participating 
in the labor force. « 

Westat reports that under optimistic assumptions, the direct 
benefits to OEO managem^mt might be in the neighoorhood of 
$125 per employee involved in the CDC. Under pessimistic 
assumptions, the benefits might be negative: e.g., more 
absenteeism because of lack of an arrangement when the 
child is ill. We are inclined to believe that most likely 
there is little difference in absenteeism, tardiness, and 
so forth, whether the employee's children are or are not 
enrolled in the Center. The evidence is "soft" but 
supported somewhat by anecdotal observations. Further- 
more, it should be noted that certain OEO "progressive" 
decisions I such as allowing continued enrollment subse- 
quent to termination of OEO employment, have lessened 
the benefits to OEO which might otherwise be expected* 
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About one factor there is little doubt: The participating 
employees themselves feel they and their children are per- 
sonally better off. One would assume this could lead to 
a feeling of well being which might be translated Into more 
efficient effjrt on the employee's part-- a very Intangible 
benefit at best. (Nine of 43 C3)C users stated that use 
of the Center had given them ''peace of mind.'*) 

The present study has answered certain research quest Ions » 
but an evaluation of this kind cannot state whether the 
Center Is a success or failure In an absolute sense. Still 
less can It decide whether or not the Center should be con- 
tinued. These decisions depend on the judgments of the 
Interested parties and reflect the weight they give to 
such Issues as the quality of the care given the children, 
the satisfaction of the parents, the Center's economic 
viability, and Its ability to serve as a site for additional 
research. 



RECOMMENDATIONS 

This study leaves no reason to doubt that the Center Is a 
valuable resource for the participating families. Even If 
the cost per child were less, however, OEO's commitment Is 
presumably limited to Its further research Interests, given 
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the goverranent-wide policy that day care is not among the 

accepted federal employee benefits. As already noted, the 

present Center cannot be called innoya^^ive, and it seems 

unlikely that the agency's knowledge of day care programs 

for Che poor will be significantly advanced by further 

studying a Center for its own employees. As with any 

research project, the agency has an obligation to phase 

out its present support in such a way as to give participating 

parents adequate time to make other arrangements. Although 

GEO may be precluded from any indefinite coomitment of 

financial support, there appears to be a basis for discussion 

between GEO management and the concerned parents on the 

future of the Center. Accordingly, the following recommendations 

are offered: 

1. We recommend that OEG management meet with participating 
parents and other interested parties to make clear the extent 
of GEO*s future commitment to the Center. Presumably, it 
should be possible for this commitment to include extension 
of assistance in some form beyond the expiration of the con- 
tract with Edufax on February 8, 1973. (Mote, however, 
that GEG must notify Edufax of its intentions in regard 
to renewal of this contract by December 10, 1972.) Willingness 
to extend this commitment should be based on evidence from 
participating parents that they intend to take steps toward 
making the Center independent of GEO support within a 
reasonable time. 
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2, If parents indicate that they are prepared to work toward 
making the Center 8el£*8ustaining (or independent of OEO), 
they should naturally be given complete freedom in searching 
out ways to do so. The limits on parental participation 

in contract discussions should be removed. 

3. The agency should be prepared to review suggestions 
for additional research promptly, and to support them 
according to their merits. Technical assistance in evaluating 
research ideas should be provided » even if OEO foresees 

no prospect of providing financial support for the research 
itself. 



In brief, balarcing existing federal policy regarding employee 
day care with OEO's comnitment to its own employees, it 
seems important to open a dialogue as soon as possible on 
whether or not the Center can be developed into a viable, 
independent operation. 

^^^^^^^^^^^^^ ^^^^M^V^^iAv^ 

WILLIiM FROSSER 

Evaluation Division 

Office of Planning, Research, 

and Evaluation 
Office of Economic Opportunity 
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1. HIGHLIGHTS 



The Office of Economic Opportunity (GEO) sponsors a 
Child Development Center (CDC) for its Washington, D. C. based 
employees. Operation of the Center commenced in March 1972. 
The primary purpose- of this study was an evaluation of parents* 
reactions to and utilization of the Center. 

At the time of data collection for this study (July, 
1972) the center had 43 users — 22 OEO employees and 21 employees 
of other Federal agencies. At this time, OEO employed approxi- 
mately 1,060 persons in Washington, D. C; about 55% of the staff 
were females and 45% were males* It was estimated that about 107 
OEO employees had children eligible for enrollment in the CDC and 
no spouse at home available for child care full time during 
working hours. About 92 of these are estimated to be using some 
type of day c>ire full-time. Twenty-two (22) are known to use the 
OEO CDC, while an estimated 70 OEO employees use some other type 
of day care full-time. 

In an effort to evaluate the reactions of OEO employees 
to the CDC, interviews with all 43 users of the Center (22 OEO 
employees and 21 employees of other Federal agencies) were conducted. 
In addition, 137 interviews were conducted with other OEO employees 
are parents of young children but do not use the Center. 

The primary focus of the study was on parents who had 
a clear need for day care, i.e., parents who are currently using 
day care full-time for at least one preschool child. Ninety-seven 



respondents were Identified as .being of particular interest for 
in-depth analysis • They include: 

Users of the OEO Center 43 
Comparison Group I 54 
Total 57 

Comparison Group I consisted of 54 OEO employees who 
had no spouse at hoxne and who used day care for 30 hours or more 
for at least one preschool child. These 54 persons represent an 
estimated total of 70 OEO employees who could be expected to fall 
in the same category (i.e., no spouse at home/full-time day care 
for one or more preschool children) if a complete census of OEO 
employees had been conducted. 

For SOTie special analyses it was desired to include in 
the Comparison Group only those persons using full- time day care 
for a child in the age range 2-5 years (the eligible age range for 
the OEO CDC). Of the 54 persons in Comparison Group I, 48 were 
found to meet this criterion. These 48 persons are referred to 
throughout the report as Comparison Group II. 

Several types of analyses were conducted, using the 
various sample groups defined above. 

• A general profile was developed comparing OEO CDC 
users to users of other types of day care, with 
particular attention given to those characteristics 
which might be related to the type of day care 
used. 

• An estimate was made of the universe of need and 
the effective demand for the OEO CDC. 

• Estimates were made of the economic benefit to OEO. 
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• An analysis of user satisfaction with the OEO CDC 
was conducted and the results ccmpared to the satis- 
faction reported by users of other arrangements* 

• A number of key factors affecting day care decisions 
and the trade-offs among them were analyzed. 

• A comparison was made of the results of this study 
and the evaluations of two other federally- sponsored 
day care centers. The current study was also com- 
pared to findings from the OEO national day care 
survey of 1970 and to the Massachusetts Early Edu- 
cation Project. 



The major findings of the study are s\unmarized in the 
remainder of this section. 

1.1 Comparing Users and Non-Users (Demographic Variables) 

Seventy-seven percent (77%) of the OEO-employed users 
and eighty-one percent (81%) of the Comparison Group I members are 
black; ninety-one percent (91%) of the OEO-employed users and 
eighty-three percent (83%) of the Comparison Group I respondents 
were females. The OEO-employed user group also included: 



• Yoimger ages (46% under 26 versus 26%) 

• More solo parents (55% versus 31%); more single 
adult families, i.e., respondents who live with 
no other adults (32% versus 22%) 

• Lower pay grades (74% in GS-7 or below versus 59%) 

• Lower total family income (32% below $8,500 versus 
22%; 64% below $10,500 versus 31%). 
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In this comparison of OEO employees who use the Child 
Development Center versus those who use some other type of day 
care, it should be noted that: 



• In all, it is estimated that about 92 OEO employees 
would fall in the target population, i.e., would be 
found to use full-time day care (30 hours or more 
per week) for at least one preschool child and to 
have no spouse at home (unmarried or spouse who 
works during the day) • These 92 include the 22 
current users of the OEO CDC; thus, an estimated, 
24% of the t^get population is currently using 
the Center. Of the 92, the approximate number 
estimated to be in each of three categories of 
total family income and the percentage of these 
using the OEO CDC are as follows: 



Number Percent 

Under $8,500 23 31% 

S8,500 to $14,999 19 46% 

$15,000 or over 47 13% 

15"* 100% 



• Thus, the middle income group has a higher rate of 
use than either of the other two groups; in fact, 
the OEO CDC is usee' by this group more frequently 
than any other type of day care. 

» For the lowest income group, the type of day care 
most frequently used is informal out of home care. 
Fifty-two percent (52%) of this group are estimated 
to use this kind of day care. 

• It is estimated that 46% of the high income members 
of the target population use some type of day care 
center (13% use OEO CDC, 33% use other centers). 
For this group, if the OEO users are combined with 
users of other renters, then day care ce)iters are 
the most frequently used type of arrang^ent. 

• High income parents use In-the-home arrangements 
more frequently than either of the other two groups, 
but it is still the least-used type of arrangement 
at all income levels (19% of the high income group 
and about 6% of the other two income groups combined) 



A few persons did not give a response on family income. 



r 



Overall, most members of the target group have only one 
child under 6. This characteristic is somewhat higher for OEO 
employees using the Center (86%) than for members of Comparison 
Group I (76%) • Similcurly, the Center is used somewhat more fre- 
quently by OEO employees in the target population having only 
preschool children (26% of them are estimated to be using the 
Center) than by those having both preschool and school age chil- 
dren (an estimated 18%) • 



1.2 Estimated Demand for OEO Child Development Center 



At the present time, the Child Development Center 
has 43 users, 22 OEO employees and 21 employees of 
other Federal agencies. It was estim-^ted that the 
maximum number of OEO employees with eligible chil- 
dren and no spouse at home available for child care 
full-time during working hours is approximately 107. 
About 92 of these 107 are currently estimated to use 
day care full time. The remainder are assumed to 
be using day care for less than 30 hours a week. 

Based on the assumption that one-third to one-half 
of employees with eligible children represent the 
pool for effective demand, an estimate of 45 OEO 
users was developed as a more realistic upper bound 
on potential demand • 



1.3 Economic Benefits of the Child Development Center 

\t • The maximum potential economic benefit to OEO for 
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operation of the CDC was estimated at $5,600 per 



> year. This figure was based on 45 OEO users. 



f • Utilizing data from other studies, cost savings 

from reduced turnover were estimated to be $45 per 
fcj user per year or $2,000 total annual savings. 

• Under certain assumptions, it was estimated that 
"'Z^ the maximum potential savings from reduced absen- 

teeism and tardiness would be $80 per user per 
year or $3,600 total annual savings. 
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Data obtained from OEO personnel records did not 
provide any indication of cost savings to OEO due 
to reduced absenteeism and tardiness for CDC users. 

Some economic benefit to the Federal government 
might accrue through the recruiting and training ' 
of under^qualified personnel, particularly welfare 
mothers. 
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Preference Versus Usage 



Ninety-one percent (91%) of the OEO employees currently 
using the OEO CDC named the Center when asked what their preferred 
type. of day care arrangement would be. 

Seventy-one percent (71%) of Comparison Group I respon- 
dents \irtio currently use a day care center said that c^y care 
centers were their preferred type of day care arrangement. 



Eighty percent (80%) of those using informal arrange- 
ments in tMir homes named this same type of arrangement as their 
preference. No one in this group stated a preference for the OEO 
CDC. 



Fifty-t^ o percent (52%) of those using informal out-of- 
home arrangements would prefer a formal arrangement to the type 
they are currently using. 
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Factors of Importance in Selecting Ideal Child Care 
Arrangements 



When asked to choose from a list of eight factors: 
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Sixty percent (60%) of the user group and 46% of 
those in Comparison Group I reported that availability 
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of a formal education was the most important factor 
in choosing an ideal child care arrangement. 

• Twelve percent (12%) of users and 13% of Comparison 
Group I called cost of child care the most important 
factor • 

• Fifteen percent (15%) of Comparison Group I selectee 
having only one arrangement for all children as the 
most important. * 



1.6 Trade-offs in Factors of Importance 



• Respondents were asked to choose among three factors 
cost, formal program, and closeness to home or work ' 
as being first, second, and third in importance to 
them. 

• Seventy-seven percent (77%) of the users and 69% 
of Comparison Group II rated formal program above 
closeness or cont as the most important factor in 
child care arrangements. 

• Cost was rated first of the three factors by 12% of 
users and 15% of Comparison Group II respondents. 

• Closeness was not rated first by any Center user. 
Only 4% of those in Comparison Group II rated close- 
ness as most important. 

• When the responses to this set of quest* .is are 
compared to either actual behavior or the amount 
respondents said they were willing to pay to obtain 
various features in their day care, several kinds 
of inconsistencies were found. 



1.7 Satisfaction With the OEO Center 



• Users of the OEO CDC and users of other day care 
centers were asked to rate their satisfaction with 
each of 10 aspects of their centers on a six-point 
scale • 
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Users of the OEO CDC and users of other centers both 
expressed a high degree of satisfaction. BoUi groups 
had an average score on the ten specific facUrs of 
5.3 out of a possible 6. 

Parent involvement, with an average score of 4.1, was 
the source of the greatest dissatisfaction for the 
OEO CDC users. 

Respondents were also d^ked to compare their previous 
arrang^ents to their current ones on 22 separate fea- 
tures m day care. The scale used was "better, the 
same, or worse." For purposes of analysis, the items 
were grouped into four general categories — center 
organization, center program, parent cost/convenience, 
and social benefits. 

Using children enrolled in the OEO CDC as a base, we 
found that the items included under the general cate- 
gory of center organization were seen by the parents 
as improved at the Center (as ccnnpared with previous 
arrangements) on the average 65% of the time. This 
same average (65%) held for the category of center 
program. The category of social benefits produced 
an average of 57% and the category of parent cost/ 
convenience was seen as least in^roved (41%) . 
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Cost as a Factor in Making Day Care Decisions 



Thirty- three percent (33%) of users and 53% of Com- 
parison Group II respondents currently pay for day 
care an amount that is similar to what they believe 
they are able to pay, while 50% of the users and 29% 
of Comparison Group II respondents currently pay 
less than they believe they are able to pay. About 
equal percentages of the two groups (17%-18%) pay 
more than they feel they are able. 



Cost was one of the reasons frequently cited by non- 
users of the Center (29%) as a reason for non-use: 



About 11% of Comparison Group II respondents are now 
paying approximately the SAME amount for child care 
that they would pay at the OEO Center, 53% are paying 
LESS and 36% are paying MORE than they would pay at 
the OEO Center. 



m 
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2. INTRODUCTION 



The project described in this report represents one 
part of a larger effort to evaluate a day care center operated 
by the Office of EconcMnic Opportunity for its Washington-based 
employees. The center, hereafter referred to as the OEO Child 
Development Center or OEO CDC, is actually used by both OEO 
employees and employees of other Federal agencies (hereafter 
referred to*as non-OEO employees). The center has been in opera- 
tion since March 1972 and at the time of the data collection phase 
of this project in July, 1972, 22 OEO employees and 21 non-OEO 
employees were using the center. In all these 43 parents had 49 
children enrolled in the center spanning the eligible age range 
of 2-5 years. 

2.1 Objectives 

The primary purpose of the project was to gather data 
through interviews with parents using the OEO CDC and with other 
parents of young children employed at OEO. The major areas of 
interest were the reactions of users and non-users to the center; 
the preferences of users and non-users toward various types of 
child care and their attitudes regarding the importance of various 
factors involved in making decisions about child care arrangements; 
and specific details concerning present and previous child care 
arrangements. 

From this type of information a comparison of users 
vs. non-users; an analysis of key factors involved in making day 
care decisions and the trade-offs among them; and an assessment 
of user satisfaction were desired. In addition to these major 
objectives, there was secondary interest in the application of 



a previously developed model for assessing the economic benefits 
of employer* sponsored day care and in comparing the results of 
the present study with other existing data bases. 

2.2 The Questionnaires 

The personal interview questionnaires for this project 
were developed by Mary A. Rowe and Richard R, Rowe of the 
Massachusetts Early Education Project. These instruments are 
shown in Appendix C of this report. 

Three separate instrxunents were used to obtain the 
information from parents. The first was designated the GEO 
questionnaire. It was designed to obtain information on number 
and ages of children; to solicit general attitudes and opinions 
regarding day care; and to obtain demographic or background 
information of the respondents. 

The second instrument was the Preschool Section. One 
copy of it was to be filled in for each child 6 or younger. How- 
ever, if it turn^ out that a 6-year-old had already entered first 
grade, the interview was switched from the Preschool questionnaire 
to the third instrxoment, the Schoolchildren* s Section. 

The Preschool Section was intended to solicit fairly 
specific information about the child's current child care arrange- 
ment, a small amount of information on his previous arrangement 
and the p€u:ent*s opinions regarding comparisons of previous and 
present arrangements. 

The Schoolchildren 's Section was much less detailed, 
requiring only a small amount of information about where the child 
spent time before and after school during last school year and 
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what summertime arrangement had been made. Because the focus of 
this study was on day care for children In the age range eligible 
for the OEO center, no extensive analysis of the data from the 
Schoolchildren* s Section was conducted. 

In addition to the personal Interview questionnaires, 
a telephone screening questionnaire was used In the beginning of 
the project to Identify potential non-user respondents. This 
Instr jnent was based on a short mall questionnaire which had been 
sent to all OEO employees by the Office of Evaluation In January, 
1972. Out of approximately 1,100 employees, 732 responded to the 
survey for a response of approximately 70%. A sample of 110 per- 
sons drawn from a roste^ of 328 non-respondents to this earlier 
survey and 80 new employees who joined OEO between January and 
July 1972 was selected for telephone screening, as explained in 
Appendix A. The telephone screening Instrument is shown in 
Appendix C. 

2.3 The Sample 

One of the Important goals of the study was to contrast 
users of the OEO CDC and other OEO employees who were parents of 
young children. Of particular interest in the case of non-users 
were parents of preschool children; single parents or parents 
whose spouses were not available for day care dv "ing working 
hours; and parents currently utilizing full-time day care for at 
least one preschool child. 

All users of the center at the time of data collection 
(22 OEO employees and 21 non-OEO employees) were designated as 
respondents. In other words, the users were not sampled but 
were selected with certainty. 
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For purposes of sampling non-users, all potential 
respondents were classified in the following way: 



Preschool age children only 

School age only 

Both preschool and school 
age children 



Spouse at 
Home 

1 

2 

3 



No Spouse 
at Home 

4 

5 
6 



The potentia respondents were classified based on an 
earlier survey conducted by OEO before the CDC was opened. A 
sample of non-respondents to this earlier survey and a sample of 
new employees were selected for telephone screening as the first 
phase of the project. Telephone respondents were added to the 
sampling frame according to their classification in the scheme 
shown above. Of the approximately 1,100 employees of OEO, classi- 
fication data was available on 825 of them. About 600 of these 
had no children under 15, In all, 241 respondents were classified 
into the 6 cells above. These 241 persons constituted the non- 
user sampling frame. 

In drawing the non-user sample, there was considerably 
more interest in those respondents classified in the right hand 
column above (Cells 4-6) , who had no spouse available at home for 
day care. All non~users in Cells 4 and 6 were designated for 
interview. Non-users in Cells 1 and 3 were sampled at the rate 
of approximately 2 out of 3 and in Cell 5 at the rate of approxi- 
mately 5 out of 7. No respondents were selected from Cell 2. 



A detailed description of the sampling is provided in 
Appendix A. In all, 201 respondents wer^ designated for interview. 
Interviews were completed with 180 of these. Of the remaining 21, 
4 had children who were living with relatives outside the Washington 
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area and were not interviewed for this reason. Nine had terminated 
or transferred from OEO and were also designated ineligible. This 
left 188 eligible respondents. Two were not interviewed because 
their schedules did not permit time during the two weeks of data 
collection; six were on leave during the time interviewing was 
conducted. The effective response rate was 180. out of 188, or 
96%. 

The sample availabl** for analysis consisted of 43 users 
of the CDC (22 OEO employees and 21 non-OEO employees) and 137 non- 
users. Of particular interest in the non-user group were those 
persons using some type of day care on a full-time basis for one or 
more preschool children. Fifty-four such persons were identified. 
It is estimated that these 54 persons represent a larger group of 
about 70 OEO employees using full-time day care for one or more 
children. The basis for this estimate is explained in the last 
few paragraphs of Appendix A, Sample Design. 

For purposes of analysis, the total group of 137 non- 
users was subdivided in a number of ways. The next section pro- 
vides an overview of the analysis task and describes these 
subdivisions. 

2.4 The Analysis Groups 

There were a number of classification variables which 
were felt to be important in analyzing the data from the OEO 
questionnaire. These included the dimension of user vs. non-user; 
the age classification of the children (preschool only, school age 
only, or both); the distinction between OEO-employed and non-OEO- 
employed users; and the contrast of non-users who had a spouse 
at home available to provide day care during the day and those 
who did not. 
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In order to display the data from this small data base 
against the many classification variables, and yet avoid tables 
with very small numbers in the cells, it was decided to run two 
separate sets of cross-tabulations of the OEO questionnaire data. 
The banners for these cross-tabulations are described in Appendix 
D. These tfiUbles gave us a means of studying overall response 
patterns and helped in planning subsequent analyses- However, 
some of the non-users included in these tables were persons whose 
spouses were not working and who had no particular need for day 
care. 0«ier non-users had only school age children who did not 
require full-time day care. Therefore, it was decided to develop 
a more relevant comparison group of non-users of the OEO CDC who 
were users of other types of day care. The criterion for member- 
ship in this group was: 

• No spouse at home available for day care during the 
day. 

• At least one preschool child in 30 hours or more of 
day care. 

Fifty-four such non-users were identified. They form 
a group that is referred to throughout as Comparison Group I. A 
second set of cross-tabulations was run comparing users of the 
OEO CDC to members of Comparison Group I. For these tables, each 
respondent was classified according to the primary arrangement 
she used for her child that was in day care the greatest number 
of hours per week* 

A number of the special analyses discussed in this 
report were relevant only to persons who had children in the age 
range eligible for care at the OEO CDC (2-5 years). For these, 
a second comparison group was developed. Basically, it consists 
of 48 of the 54 persons in Comparison Group I. The other six 
were eliminated because their preschool children were either too 
old or too young for the OEO CDC, 
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The Organization of the Report 



2.5.1 Project Procedures 

Most of the procedural information concerning how this 
study was conducted is contained in the appendices. Appendices 
A and B present information about the sample and the survey 
methodology, respectively. Appendix C is comprised of the 
questionnaires. 

Appendix D describes the complete set of cross-tabula- 
tions that were produced from the data. Appendix E contains a 
number of recommendations regarding the questionnaires based on 
the experiences of this project in utilizing them. 

In Appendix F the important response inconsistencies 
are noted. These will be primarily useful to persons who work 
with the cross- tabulations produced by the study. 

2.5.2 Results ^ 

In the chapter following this one, a profile comparing 
users and non-users is developed. This is followed by chapters 
which estimate the total universe of need among OEO employees 
and the economic benefit of the center to OEO. Key factors in- 
volved in madcing day care decisions and certain tradeoffs among 
them are discussed next, followed, by a comparison of the results 
of this project with other day care studies. 
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3. PROFILES OP USERS AND NON-USERS 



3.1 



comparisons of Users vs. All Non-Users - General Com- 
position of the Samples 



AS described in Section 1, the total interview sample 
consisted of 180 respondents. Forty-three (43) of these respon- 
dents were users of the OEO Child Development Center (CDC) . One 
hundred and thirty seven (137) respondents were not users of the 
OEO CDC. 

Two break-downs of this total group are shown in Table 
3-1. The total sample of 137 non-users consisted of several 
subgroups which had been selected using varying sampling fractions 
(see Appendix A) . In order to make comparisons between the user 
group and the total non-user group, the responses for each indi- 
vidual should be weighted to take account of the differences in 
the probability of selection for various respondents. However, 
many of the non-users are persons who essentially have no need 
for day care. For example, 38 of the 137 non-users (28%) have 
no preschool children; 37 of them (27%) have spouses whose occu- 
pations were listed as "Housewife;" and out of the 144 preschool 
children belonging to the non-user respondents, 63 (44%) spend 
most of their daytime hours at home with the respondent's spouse. 

The initial analyses comparing the user group vs. the 
total non-user group were used to study overall response patterns 
to the items in the questionnaires and to plan the subsequent 
analyses. All further analyses of the data involved the users 
and two specially-defined comparison groups who might be thought 
of as potential users of the OEO CDC. These two comparison groups 
are defined and discussed in the next two sections. 




Table 3-1. Composition of the total interview saunple 

A. By place of employment and presence or absence of spouse in 
home during respondent's working hours 





Users 








OEO Employees 


Non-OEO Employees 


Non-Users 


Total 


Spouse 
at 
Home 


No 
Spouse 
at 
Home 


Sub- 
Total 


Spouse 
at 
Home 


No 
Spouse 
at 
Home 


Sub- 
Total 


Spouse 
at 
Home 


No 
Spouse 
at 
Home 


180 


1 


21 


22 


0 


21 


21 


43 


94 



fi. By age classification of children 





Users 


Non-Users 


Total 


Preschool 
Only 


Both 
Preschool 

and 
School Age 


Sub- 
Total 


Preschool 
Only 


r 

School Age 
Only 


Both 
Ages 


Sub- 
Total 


180 


34 


9 


43 


68 


38 


31 


137 



3.2 



Characteristics of Users vs. Non-Users; Comparison 
Group I 



Of the total sample of 180 respondents, 97 were selected 
as showing need for some form of child care on a regular basis. 
Criteria for need were established as (1) presence in the home of 
at least one preschool child, (2) absence of spouse (no spouse, 
or spouse not available for child care during the day) , and (3) 
use of child care for at least one preschool child 30 hours or 
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more per week. This group of 97 included the 43 CDC users and • 
54 users of other types of day care. These 54 persons are here- 
after referred to as Comparison Croup I. 

Each parent in Comparison Group I was characterized by 
present day care arrangements. To do this, the child who was in 
day care for the greatest number of hours was selected and the 
primary arrangement^ for that child used to characterize the 
parent. The groups resulting from this characterization were as 
follows: 



Table 3-2. Primary day care arrangements of relevant sample: OEO 
CDC users vs. Comparison Group I 



OEO CDC Users 


Comparison Group I 












Formal 




Informal 






OEO 


Mon-OEO 


Sub- 


Arrange- 


Informal 


Out 


Sub- 


Total 


Employees 


Employees 


Total 


ment 


at Home 


of Home 


Total 


22 


21 


43 


17 


10 


27 


54 


97 



••Formal arrangements" includes all other day care cen- 
ters used by respondents; ••Informal At Home" covers care in the 
home by both relatives and non-relatives such as housekeepers or 
babysitters; and "Informal Out of Home" covers those arrangements 
made for child care at the home of a relative or non-relative. 



3.2.1 Demographic Characteristics of the Sample 

Table 3-3v presents comparisons of the User Group and 
Comparison Group I on several demographic variables. As may be 



^ The arrangement in which the child spent the greatest number 
of hours. 
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expected; the eample is made up largely of females of child- 
bearing age, since the working mother presents the largest cate- 
gory of day care need. The CDC user group, however, with 51% 
under the age of 26 , is younger than the Comparison Group I , with 
only 26t under the age of 26. The proportion of females is also 
somewhat higher in the user group. 

Of particular interest is the comparison of household 
composition of users and non-users of the GEO Day Care Center. 
While almost half (47%) of the center users are single-adult 
families (single-parent family not living with relatives ) , only 
22% of the comparison group fall in this category (69% of them 
live with spouses and 9% with one or more other relatives) . it 
would appear that the multi-adult family with its possibilities 
of shared child care responsibility, offers a wider range of child 
care alternatives. This point is discussed further in a later 
section . 

Definition of groups by educational level, pay grade, 
and total family income (Table 3-4) also shows fairly predic- 
table patterns. 

An unusually high percentage of the persons using formal 
arrangements other than the OEO Day Care Center come from the edu- 
cation level "some college." Whereas these persons represent 40% 
of the total sample under analysis, they represent 65% of those 
using non-OEO formal arrangements. 

Proportionately more respondents with graduate and pro- 
fessional degrees use at-home care. These persons represent 10% 
of the total sample and 50% of the at-home care group. A number 
of hypotheses might be suggested for this. At-home care is prob- 
ably the most convenient type of day care while, in the case of 
at-home care by non-relatives, it is often the most expensive. 
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It may be that the group classified in the highest category on 
education do not feel as great a need for obtaining educational 
experience outside the home and are willing to pay the price for 
maximally convenient day care. 

A higher degree of correlation between pay grades and 
total family income may be noted for users than non-users, which 
can be attributed to the greater percentage of single-adult 
families in^the user sample. Here again, the larger income from 
multiple sources^ of the comparison group provides greater possi- 
Ijilities of alternative child care arrangements. 

Total family income is obviously an important factor in 
child care arrangements. While 63% of OEO center users show total 
incomes below $10,500, only 31% of the total comparison group 
report incomes below this level, and only 18% of the comparison 
group using formal arrangements fall here. Eighteen percent of 
center users report incomes above $15,000 Lut at least 59% of the 
comparison group are above that level. 

Another way to view the effect of family income on 
choice of day care is to look at the percentage of persons within 
each income category who use various types of day care. In making 
this type of comparison, it is necessary to take account of the 
fact that all OEO CDC users were represented in the analysis, 
whereas Comparison Group I repi .sents only a sample of OEO employees 
who use full-time day care for at least one preschool child. 



By definition. Comparison Group I included only persons with 
no spouse available at home for child care. Therefore, it can 
be assumed that the majority of two-parent families in this 
group have two incomes. 
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The last few paragraphs of Appendix A, Sample Design, 
contain an explanation of the fact that Comparison Group I repre- 
sents an estimated 70 OEO employees who use d?y care full-time 
for one preschool child. 

Table 3-5 snows the percentage of persons within each 
of three income categories who use the various types of day care. 
Non-OEO employees are removed from this analysis and data for 
Comparison Group I employees are weighted by a factor of 70/54 (the 
estimated size of the population divided by the size of the sample) . 



Table 3-5. Primary type of day care used by family income ^ 





Number 
of OEO 
Employees 
Represented* 


OEO Day 

Care** 

Center 




Informal 




Family income 


Other Formal 
Arrangements 


At 
Home 


Out of 
Home 


Total 


Under $8,500 


22.6 


31% 


12% 


6% 


52% 


100% 


$8,500-$14,999 


19.4 


46% 


13% 


7% 


34% 


100% 


$15,000 or over 


47.4 


13% 


33% 


19% 


35% 


100% 


No response 


2.6 










100% 


Total 


92.0 


24% 


24% 


14% 


;8% 


100% 



* Weighted totals. Each Jomparison Group member represents 1.296 

persons. 
**OE0 employees only. 



Parents in the middle income range ($8^500 - $14^999) 
show the highest rate of use of the OEO CDC (46%) . Of those 
parents using some kind of formal arrangement (either the OEO CDC 
or some other formal arrangement) those in the low- and middle- 
income categories are much more likely to use the CDC than scmte 
other formal arrangement, whereas those in the over $15,000 category 



are much more likely to be using a formal arrangement other thaA 
the CDC center. Since the majority of day care centers do not use 
a graduated fee schedule based on income, these higher income 
parents may be purchasing day care more reasonably (or at the same 
price but more conveniently) at other centers. 

In-home arrangements are the least-used type of day care 
at low- and middle-income levels; they are much more prevalent in 
high-income families than in the other categories. If the per- 
centages for the OEO center and other types of formal arrangements 
are combined^ then formal arrangements are the most frequently 
used type of arrangement for the total and for the middle- and 
high-income groups. Informal out-of-home care is the most 
frequently used type of day care for the low-income group, who 
use this type much more frequently than either of the other two 
~ihcome groups do. 

3.2.2 Comparisons by Number and Age of Children 

Child care arrangements will frequently vary according 
to the number of children in a family requiring care, and their 
ages. Table 3-6 shows the number of children six years of age or 
under in each family by the primary day care arrangement used by 
the family. 

Looking first at the total column of Table 3-6, it can 
be seen that in the total sample of persons using full-day care 
for at least one child, 78% of the families have only one child 
six or under. For the CDC users this percentage is somewhat 
higher (86%) than for the comparison group (76%) • Only 3% of the 
families have three children six or under. (None of the 97 had 
more thetn 3 children under six.) 
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Table 3-7 displays these same data in another way, 
Frora Table 3-7 it is possible to see the proportion of families 
vith only one child six or under who use the four different types 
of day care, and so forth. As in Table 3-5, the data for Comparison 
Group I has been weighted to allow for the fact that this is a 
sample of a larger population. The OEO center has a higher usage 
rate (26%) for families with only one preschool child than for 
families with two or more (19%) • Conversely, twenty percent (20%) 
of the families with two or more children use at-home care (16% of 
the families with two and 33% of the families with three) as com- 
pared to 13% of the families with only one child. 



Table 3-7. Nunber of children six years of age or under in home 
by day care arrangement used 



Number of 
Children 
6 or under 


Number 
of OEO 
Employees 
Represented* 




Comparison Group I*** 




OEO 
CDC** 


Other 
Formal 


Informal 
at Home 


Informal 
Out of Home 


Total 


1 


72.1 


26% 


23% 


13% 


38% 


100% 


2 


16.0 


19% 


24% 


16% 


41% 


100% 


• 3 


3.9 




33% 


33% 


33% 


99% 


Total 


92.0 


24% 


24% 


14% 


38% 


100% 



* Weighted totals. 
** OEO employees only. 

***Each of 54 sample respondents represents 1.296 full-time users 
of other types of day n:are for one or more preschool children. 



Age of the children must also be considered. Where 
there are school-age children requiring after-school care in 
addition to preschool children requiring full-time care, an 
arrangement which provides care for both would seem to have a 
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definite appeal. Table 3-8 shows two categories of respondents - 
those with preschool children only and those with both preschool 
and school age children. Although the percentage of persons with 
both preschool^nd school age children is relatively small (22 
out of 92, or 24%), it may be noted that there is a perceptible 
increase in informal arrangements {particularly at home) and a 
decrease in use of the OEO CDCf when families have children in 
both age groups. 

3. 3 Comparison Group II 

For purposes of certain analyses discussed in subse- 
quent chapters, it was desirable to limit the comparisons to 
those non-users using full-time day care'^r children in the 
eligible age range for the OEO CDC (2-5 years) . six of the 54 
people in Comparison Group I did not meet this criterion, i.e., 
the preschobl children for whom they were using full-time care 
were either too young or too old tc be in the OEO CDC. 

Comparison Group II consists simply of the 48 persons 
in Comparison Group I who met the above criterion. Since the 
two comparison groups are largely the same, no demographic 
comparisons between users and Comparison Group II , such as those 
presented in the last section for users vs. Comparison Group I, 
have been presented. 
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4. ESTIMATED DEM2^D FOR OEO CHILD DEVELOPMENT CENTER 

One of the objectives of this study was to estimate the 
potential demand by OEO employees for the Child Development Center. 
At the time of the study (July, 1972), the CDC was used by 22 OEO 
employees and 21 employees of other Federal government agencies. 
The purpose of this chapter is to consider only the potential 
demand for the Center by OEO employees. 

The Center accepts children of ages 2-5 years, hence, the 
number of potential OEO users with children in this age bracket is 
desired. Data available from the OEO census of all employees in 
February, 1972, provides a starting point for the development of 
an estimate. As discussed in Appendix A, the OEO employees that 
responded were categorized into the cells displayed in Table 4-1. 
If the characteristics of children's ages and status of spouse were 
known for the 328 nonrespondents shown in Table 4-1, the universe 
of OEO employees could be classified according to the parent 
categories. Such an allocation of the nonrespondents over the 
seven cells could be made on the basis of the respondents. For 
exan^le, 35 or 4.7% of the 732 respondents were in the category 
both ages/spouse at home. The assumption can be-^made that the 
nonrespondents are no different than the respondents with regard 
to the characteristics under consideration which implies that 4.7% 
of the nonrespondents would be expected to fall into the same 
category. 

As discussed in Appendix A, a sample of the 328 non- 
respondents was drawn for telephone screening in order to supple- 
ment the respondent list. The 828 nonrespondents were combined with 
80 employees who joined OEO between February and June, 1972, and 
a sample of 110 of these was screened by Hestat to find the 



Table 4-1. Results of OEO census - February, 1972 



Parent Category 


Spouse at 
Home 


No Spouse 
at home 


Total 


Preschool only 


26 


43 


69 


School-age only 


44 


50 


94 


Both ages 


35 


31 


66 


No children under 15 years 






503 


Total usable respondents 






732 


Nonre sponden t s ^ 






328 


Total OEO employees 






1,060 



Includes some unusable responses. 



number and ages of children. Completed telephone screening inter- 
views were obtained from 93 of the 110 employees. Assuming the 17 
who did not respond to Westat's screening interview are in fact no 
different with regard to the ntunber emd ages of children, the 93 
respondents can be used to characterize the distribution of the 110 
employees over the parent categories. 

The percentage distribution of OEO employees by parent 
im,^ category is shown in Table 4-2 for the original census, the tele- 
^ phone screening survey in June and the combination of the two 
surveys . 

Inspection of Tad^le 4-2 indicates that in the telephone 
screening none of the 93 respondents were classified as parents 
with children of both ages and no spouse at home. Consequently, 
the combined results (distribution same as OEO census) , appear 



Table 4-2. Percentage distribution of OEO employees by 
parent category 





OEO Census 


Westat 


Screen 


Combined 


Parent Category 


Number 


Percent 


Number 


Percent 


Number 


Percent 


Preschool only/spouse 
at home 


26 


3% 


2 


2% 


28 


3% 


Preschool only /no 
spouse at home 


43 


6% 


7 


8% 


50 


6% 


School-age only/spouse 
at home 


44 


6% 


3 


3% 


47 


6% 


School- age only /no 
spouse at home 


50 


7% 


10 


11% 


60 


7% 


Both ages/spouse at 
home 


35 


5% 


6 


6% 


41 


5% 


Both ages/no spouse at 
home 


31 


4% 


0 


0% 


31 


4% 


No children under 13 
years 


503 


69% 


65 


70% 


568 


69% 


Total respondents 


732 


100% 


93 


100% 


825 


100% 



to offer the most realistic distribution for allocation of the 
original 328 nonrespondents to the parent categories. Based on 
the combined distribution. Table 4-3 displays the allocation of 
all OEO employees into paren't categories* Table 4-3 provides a 
snapshot of the OEO employees from which estimates of potential 
demand for the CDC can be extracted. 

The CDC accepts children in the age bracket 2-5 years, 
consequently, only two parent categories contain employees with 
eligible children, preschool only and both ages. Evidence frcMii 
this survey and others further suggests that those employees with 



Table 4-3. Profile of OEO employees by parent category based on 
census and imputation of nonrespondents - February, 
1972 



Parent Category 


Spouse at 
Home 


No Spouse 
at HcHne 


Total 


Preschool only 


36 


63 


99 


School-age^ only 


64 


73 


137 


Both ages 


51 


44 


95 


No children under 13 years 






729 


Total OEO employees 






1,060 



spouses at home are not primary users of day care. Of the 43 CDC 
users only one has a spouse at home. Excluding the employees with 
spouse at home in the two categories with eligible children leaves 
a total of .107 (63 and 44, Table 4-3) OEO employees. Under the 
assumptions, the 107 employees represent an upper bound on the 
potential number of OEO users for the CDC. Clearly such a figure . 
only represents potential demand and is certainly not a good 
estimate of expected or effective demand. As found in the survey, 
many employees preferred other day care arrangements rather than 
the OEO CDC. Ogilvie^ found in bis survey that only one-third to 
one-half of all eligible children would be expected to actually 
enroll in an employee- sponsored day care center. Assuming a 
constant number of eligible children per potential user, the same 
percentages would hold for users which would yield a range of 
estimates from 35 to 53 OEO users. The CDC currently has 22 OEO 



^ Ogilvie, Donald G. Employer-Subsidized Child Care , Inner City 
Ftmd, Washington, D, c. 1972. 



4-4 



employees using their services. Perhaps doubling this number , or 
45 OEO users f would be a reasonable estimate of the maximum effec- 
tive demand that might be generated (with the present services and 
policies) within OEO. Without changes in policies such as the fee 
or other inducements, this growth would probably be slow over a 
number of years. 

Although not directly comparable, it is of interest to 
compare these demand estimates with the findings reported by 
OgilviJUj Utilizing national data prepared by the Bureau of Labor 
Statistics and the Bureau of the Census, Ogilvie constructed a 
profile of a typical large female work force indicating the number 
of eligible children that would require day care. He estimated 
that a %rork force of 1,000 females would have approximately 100 
eligible children (ages 3-5) . Considering the OEO female work 
force of approximately 600^ this would imply about 60 eligible 
children in the ages 3-5 years. Ogilvie does not consider two- 
year olds in his estimates but from this study about 43% more 
children should be added to cover the range 2-5 years giving an 
estimate of 86 eligible children. This would give estimates of 
28 to 43 eligible children that might be expected to enroll in the 
CDC. Using 1.14 eligible children per user (based on 49 children 
for 43 CDC users) , the estimated niimber of OEO users would be 
25-38 employees. These figures are somewhat less than the estimate 
of 35-53 OEO employees arrived at above. Both set of estimates 
depend on the assumption that one-third to one-half of the eligible 
users will in fact become actual users of the day care cente . 
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5. ESTIMATION OP ECONOMIC BENEFIT TO OEO 



The study design calls for the estimation of the potential 
minimum and maximum economic benefits to the Office of Economic 
Opportunity resulting from sponsoring day care for its employees. 
The objectives most often cited for employersponsored child care 
programs include reduced employee absenteeism, tardiness and turn- 
over due to child care problems, enheuncement of recruiting ability ^ 
and, ultimately, improved employee productivity due to removal 
of concern for child care problems.* Another objective that is 
sometimes given is the ronoval of child care as an obstacle to 
employment and occupational development. As related to economic 
benefits, this latter objective is more at the societal level than 
the individual employer level. In other words, the economic bene- 
fits may be considered to accrue to society as a whole rather than 
to tha individual employer. 

While the potential benefits accruing to an employer 
that provides an adequate day care program may seem conceptually 
sound, empirical evidence to support the assumption of the bene- 
fits is almost nonexistent. A recent study by Ogilvie^ is the 
most extensive investigation of employer-subsidized child care 
programs. The general methodology developed in that study for 
estimating the potential economic benefits to be realized from 
an employer-sponsored child care program was used in this evalua- 
tion of the OEO program. The general approach was based on the 
assumption that, in theory at least, employers should be willing 
to subsidize child care services for an amount up to the potential 
direct and indirect savings generated by^these services. Cash 
savings can be realized by reducing absenteeism, tardiness, and 
turnover due to child care problons. Additional savings may also 



result from an employer's ability to recruit individuals which 
would not be available without suitable day care arrangements. 
Each of these potential benefits will be discussed in terms of 
the OEO day care center Jjn light of the model developed and^ 
presented by Ogilvie. 

5.1 Employee Absenteeism 

There appears to be a growing concern on the part of 
industry for employee absenteeism. Recent accounts of this in- 
creasing problem have been dramatized in the news media. Many 
day care planners believe that inadequate child care arrangements 
cause an appreciable amount of this absenteeism among female 
employees. It is further hypothesized that ^ployer-subsidized 
child care programs will reduce child-related absenteeism. 
Although this hypothesis may seem intuitively reasonable on the 
surface r empirical evidence could not be found by Ogilvie to 
support it. 

5.1.1 Analysis of OEO Personnel Leave Records 

The potential savings from reduced absenteeism equals 
the cost of an absentee day times the average number of days of 
absenteeism that are avoided in a year. Ideally one would like 
to have employee records that showed the amount of absenteeism 
before and after the installation of the day care program. OEO 
personnel records were analyzed in an attempt to identify the 
effect of the OEO day care program on the absenteeism of center 
users. Since the Child Development Center sponsored by OEO 
conmenced operations in March 1972, leave data were collected for 
a five-month period, April-August, for the current year 1972 as 
well as the previous year 1971 for the OEO users of the center. 



Similar data were collected for a sample of non-usc^rs. The 
rationale for investigating the leave records was to consider 
the leave patterns of employees to determine possible effects of 
child care. This was a difficult task due to the fact that OEO 
personnel records, like most such records , indicate only annual 
leave, sick leave and leave without pay with no reasons given as 
to the cause of leave without pay. While it is acknowledged that 
sick leave is not to be used except-in the case of employee sick- 
ness, most would agree that probably some sick leave taken by^ 
working mothers is due to child care problems. 

Consideration was given to the best method for 
analyzing annual leave, sick leave, and leave without pay such 
that potential benefits from the OEO CDC might be discovered. 
Review of the OEO personnel records indicated that very few indi- 
viduals take leave without pay and it is almost always for cases 
of prolonged illness or pregnancy. Since annual leave is an en- 
titlement whose cost accrues to the employer regardless of the 
purpose for which it is used, its only real concern in a cost- 
benefit relation in the present study would be based on patterns 
of leave that may affect work loads and output in a particular 
office. For this reason, use of annual leave as a gauge of 
tardiness and absenteeism appears to have little validity except 
possibly in the case of small amounts of unplanned leave taken, 

could interrupt the work process. Sick leave may be viewed 
by some employees as a fringe benefit to be taken as earned whether 
actually sick or not. Because this is not the intended use of sick 
leave, absences due to sick leave %^re investigated for the users 
of the OEO Day Care Center £md a companion group of non-users. 

The control group of non-users, labelled earlier in 
this report as Comparison Group I, consisted of a sample of 54 
OEO employees who currently have at least one pr^chool^hild 
utilizing 30 hours or more of day care per week and have no spouse 
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at home. Table 5-1 compares the average number of hours of sick 
leave .taken per pay period . (two weeks) per individual for the 
user and non-user groups over the same five-iODnth period in 1971 
and 1972. Records were not available on some OEO employees due^^ 
an audit that was being tak^.n at the time of this investigation. 
Others did not have 1971 records because they had joined the 
agency since that date. Findings presented in TeU^le 5-1 for the 
year 1972 indicate th at us ers take more sick leave (absences) 
than do ncn-users of the OEO chila care program. When the sick 
leave records for users during the five-month operating period 
of. the Center in 1972 are compared for the same time period in 
the previous year prior to the opening of the OEO Center, the 
users appear to take more sick leave now. In summary, there was 
no evidence from the sick leave data that the use of the CDC 
reduces the amount of sick leave taken. 

At tiie outset of the investigation on the possible con- 
j^ribution of the OEO Center to reduced tardiness and absenteeism, 
it was suggested that annual leave taJcen by the two groups be 
compared also. As alluded to above, it seemed inconsistent to 
^pect an actual reduction in the total amount of annual leave 
taken by CDC users. The amount of annual leave earned should be 
greater in 1972 than 1971 because of the growth of earned leave 
as a function of years of service. It was, therefore, decided 
to review the annual leave taken in small amounts to test the 
liypothesis that users have less requirements to take a few hours 
of annual leave periodically as a primary indicator of possible 
child care problems. In Table 5-2 the average number of hours 
of annual leave taken in the amounts less than eight hours at a 
time per pay period pej. individual is shown for each group. The 
average amount of all annual leave taken is also shown. 

Employees of OEO using the CDC had more leave while 
non-OEO employees using the Center took less leave than for the 



Table 5-1. Comparison of sick leave taken during the period 

April-August in 1971 and 1972 by users and non-users 
o f OEO Child Development Center 





User Group 


Non-User Group 




OEO Employees 


Non-OEO Employees 


OEQ Employees 


Number of Employees 


22 


21 


54 


Year 


1971 


1972 


1971 


1972 


1971 


1972 


Number of employees 
whom leave records 
available 


10 


15 


9 


16 


33 


39 


Average hours of 
sick leave taken 
per pay period 
per individual 


2.91 


4.58 


2.14 


3.36 


2.81 


3.17 


Average number of 

- days per pay 
period that sick 
leave of less than 
8 hours taken 


0.46 


0.76 


0.44 


0.68 


0.45 


0.47 


Percent teUcing sick 
leave 


100% 


100% 


100% 


94% 


88% 


87% 



Table 5-2. Comparison of annual leave teUcen in the amounts less 
than eight hours during period April-August in 1971 
and 1972 by users and non-users of CEO Child Develop 
ment Center 





Us^r Group 


Non-User Group 




OEO Employees 


Non-OEO Employees 


OEO Employees 


Number of Employees 


22 


21 


54 


Year 


1971 


1972 


1971 


1972 


1971 


1972 


Number of employees 
whom leave records 
available 


10 


15 


9 


16 


33 


39 


Average hours of 
annual leave (less 
than 8 hrs.) taken 
per pay period per 
individual 


2.19 


3.25 


4.41 


2.74 


2.99 


2.66 


Average hours of 
annual leave taken 
per pay period per 
individual 


5.28 


6.01 


5.08 


4.74 


6.16 


5.02 




same period in 1971. Likewise, the same pattern was true for 
all annual leave taken. The results presented in Table 5-2 are 
difficult to interpret with regard to possible implications for 
day care. There is no evidence that OEO users of-the CDC are 
absent or tardy less in 1972 than in 1971 before the CDC was in 
operation . 

According to the Personnel Officer of one of the 
Federal agencies other than CteO whose employees utilize the OEO 
CDC, the pattern of taking annual leave as earned in small 
amounts is typical of the younger employees. Probably only an 
insignificant part of the total leave used in this fashion could 
be attributed to child care problems. 



5.1.2 Inte rview Responses _ 

Another source of information on tardiness and absen- 
teeism was the responses to the Westat interviews of users and 
non-users. Each respondent was asked for the number of times 
in the last two months that child care arrangements had caused 
her/him to be late to work and absent to work (Questions C and 
D on page 12 of parent questionnaire. Appendix C) . As shown in 
Table 5-3, less than 20% of absenteeism in a two-month period 
due to child care arrangements. Assuming that, an individual 
late to work misses two hours and those absent are^out for eight 
hours, the total days per employee lost because of child care 
problems for a two-month period are estimated in Table 5-4. 
Realizing the shortcomings of this type of recall data by respon 
dents, it appears that the non-users of the OEO Centec who have 
oi-her formal arrangements do much better in terms of less time 
lost. The reason for this is unknown. 



1 



U 

t 



I 

i 



I 



o 



U 

! 

8 



I 

r 

o 



I 

m 





Total 


Ok 


4^ 

• 


H 

m 


«««« « * m 

OD lOmH 1 1 1 1 ^ 


100% 


m 

H 


OB 


mm m mmm m 


4P 

o 
o 


§• 

p 

• 

D 

§ 


H 

m 


in 


s 


o 
n 


« « « « « 

m V n 

1 1 1 1 1 i 


o 
o 


H 


m 

09 


mm m mm m 


o 
o 


Li 

e «4 

H 0 


1^ 
w 


"IT 

9 
• 




« « « « 

H 1 1 1 1 1 1 


o 
o 

^ 






« m mm m 

* 1 1 1 t 


m 

o 
o 


Bi 


o 

H 




i 


m 

o 

- — 


m m 

oo 

1 r^H 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 


o 
o 


1 


Q 


O 

1 H 1 1 1 a i 1 1 1 


m 

o 
o 

fH 


f 


■a 


1^ 
H 




fi» 
m 


m 

w 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 


4» 

O 


i 

4 


r 

r 


m 


m 

1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 i 


O 
O 

^ 






in 


s 


mmm m 

II III } 


O 

e 

H 


1 


m 

H 


mm mmm m m 

t%t% in CI CI M CI 
1 1 1 


O 


Group 




M 








m m 

m 91 

1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 


e 
o 


1 


3 


•n » 
1 i 1 1 1 1 1 1 


*m 
o 
o 


u 
m 

s 




4 


m 


i 




mmm m 

AM M M 

II III 1 


O 

o 


! 


49 


m- m m mm 

III II 


o 




o 

i{ 

r 




|s 


• 

if i 

r « 





5-8 



ERIC 



I 



u 

u 
o 



u 
o 

u 

0) 

§• 

H 



43 

o 



f-l •H 
O P« 

o 



I 

in 



•9 



O 



5 

0 




M O 
O S 

H < 



I 

0) 

Cn4J 
« 0) 

< 



0 
O 0) 

o o 
o 

2 



0) 

O Q* 



in 



CO 



CM 

in 



CM 



O 

in 



CM 



CM 



CM 



tn 



O u 
P Pi 

•O 0 0 

O'rii-4 

Id 4J 0) g 



o 

O 



in 
in 



00 
CI 



dip 
O 



dP 
in 



dp 
CM 
CM 



dp 

m 

CM 



o 

o a> 

« Q< 

U 6 

M « 
4) 

04 



5-9 



yy 



ERiC 



The CDC is not equipped to care for sick children, 
therefore a parent of^ a sick child must make other arrangements 
sometimes at the last moment, or remain home with the child. 
Consequently, the CDC would not be expected to reduce absenteeism. 

While the data presented in Tables 5-3 and 5-4 are not 
very informative for our immediate quest to determine the economic 
benefits that may or may not accrue to OEO due to reduced tardi- 
ness and absenteeism, the findings give some indication, perhaps, 
of the actual magnitude of these problems due to child care 
arrangements. 



5.1.3 Estimated Cost Saving 

In conclusion, there is no empirical evidence that OEO 
♦benefits from the Child Development Center in the reduction of 
tardiness and absenteeism, it should be recognized that this 
conclusion is not based on high quality data since the personnel 
records give no indication of time away from job due to child care 
problems. As pointed out by Ogilvie, reliable data is not available 
on the 6k\xaes of employee absenteeism. In his study all employer- 
subsidized child care programs interviewed cited absenteeism as 
one of the principal justifications f oil frhp,j?rogram^ However, none 
had empirical data to verify the hypothe sis that a day care program 
reduces absenteeism. 

# 

Based on the above discussion, the minimum benefit to OEO 
in terms of cost savings from reduced absenteeism and tardiness in 
sponsoring the Child Development Center is zero with some chance of 
it actually being slightly negative. As in the case of other day 
cajre centers, the parents are encouraged to participate in the 
program as volunteers, and attend meetings at the centers. In the 
past supervisors have sometimes let the employees engage in these 
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activities ori the employer's time. A recent policy allows ofeo 
users of the CDC to take three h9urs of administrative leave per 
pay period to participate in the child care program. This involve 
ment costs the employer in greater absenteeism from the job. 
Perhaps, one could argue that the parent is more motivated during 
the working hours because of the satisfaction and participation 
in the child care program. Such intangibles are beyond the scope 
of this investigation. 



A difficult question concerns itself with the maximum 
cost savings OEO could-expect due to reduced absenteeism by CDC 
users. In order to speculate on such a figure, it is useful to 
consider the cost of absenteeism. From Table 5-1, the average 
number of sick leave hours taken in 1972 for OEO employees (users 
and non-users) is approximately 3.6 per pay period or about 94 
hours per year. The median GS level of OEO CDC users was 
Grade 6, $9,500 per year, or $4.62 per hour yielding an estimated 
annual cost of absenteeism of $402 per employes. In a previous 
chapter it was estimated that the maximum number of OEO employees 
that might be expected to use the CDC was 45. (With a capacity 
for 60 children the CDC can accomodate approximately 50 users. 
An upward shift from the current 22 OEO users to 45 would imply 
a reduction of non-OEO users from the current 21 users to 5 
assuming the current CDC capacity.) Therefore, assume $402 times 
45 OEO CDC users and the estimated annual cost of absenteeism 
would be about $18,000. Although there is no evidence to suggest 
that day care actually reduces absenteeism, if it could be reduced 
by 20% the cost savings would be $3,600 annually under the above 
assumptions. On a per user baais^^ the 20% reduction in absenteeism 
would yield an estimate of roughly $80. Fr«n this exercise it 
would seem that potential savings of $80 per user per year would 
not be an unreasonable estimate. 
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Ogilvie reported on a survey of 29 corporations con- 
ducted by American Management Association about the direct cost 
of absenteeism. The survey reported absenteeism costs tended 
to range between 1% and 6% of tfye direct annual wages paid to 
employees with a median of slightly less than 3%. For an em- 
ployee earning of S9,500, this would give an estimate of $285 p< 
yeai. 



5.2 Employee Turnover 

The second area of potential savings to OEO from the 
oper^ion of the child Development Center is employee turnover. 
Cost of turnover include tangible costs such as recruiting, selec- 
tion, placement, break- in, formal training, lost production and 
extra employer taxes; intangible costs may include inefficiencies 
caused by broken work teams, disruption of morale, and stimulation 
of additional turnover, if child-related problems account for a 
significant amount of all turnover, and if the OEO Center reduced 
child-related turnover, then the potential savings could be high. 

The OEO child care program has been in operation for 
only six months, consequently sufficient data are not available 
from ueers to determine the effect of the program on turnover. 
The OEO personnel office estimates annual turnover to be 25%. 
Without data from OEO CDC users to indicate possible reductions 
in turnover, it is only possible to speculate on possible benefits 
from reduced turnover. Ogilvie^ reported that child care problems 
appear to account for a small percentage of total turnover except 
in a small number of companies with a large, predominately female, 
labor force. He also concluded that employer-subsidized child 
care does not appear to have a significant impact on turnover. 



Op . cit. 
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A Study, prepared by the Administrative Management Society 
and cited in Ogilvie suggested that a maximxim of 10-15% of female 
turnover could be caused by child-related problems. If the annual 
turnover rate at OEO is 25%, then based on the a^Dove figures, it 
would seem overly optimistic to expect the child care program to 
reduce this annual turnover by more than about 3%. For a Center 
with 45 OEO users the potential reduction would be from an ex- 
pected IL employees terminating to an expected 10 for one year. 
. In other words, for a center with 45 users the maximum number #of 
annual turnovers that could be prevented might be 1. What would 
this mean in terms of costs? 

Few employers have suitable information to estimate turn- 
over costs. The OEO Personnel Office does not develop turnover 
costs. Ogilvie found some data on turnover costs with a single 
study by the Merchants and Manufacturers Association. Although 
the study is referred to as an "excellent* study, it was based 
on a survey of 2,000 companies 7ith a 16% response rate. Such a 
low response rate casts considerable doubt on any statistical 
findings. Understanding the quality of the data, the survey found 
the average turnover costs were $1,139 for office and technical 
personnel and $3,667 for salaried exempt employees. These cost 
estimates are derived from the cost of separations plus the cost 
of a hire. The cost of a separation is the sum of administrative 
costs, lost productivity and other miscellane ous c osts. If one 
is willing to accept that, on the average, a termination costs 
OEO between $1,100 and $2,700, say $2,000, the maximum annual 
benefit from reduced turnove*: would be estimated at $2,000 based 
on the reduction of turnover of 1 employee. This would yield an 
estimate of about $45 savings per user per year based on 45 OEO 
CDC users. 



The minimum potential annual cost savings due to turn- 
overs is estimated at zero dollars. This figure was based pri- 
marily on an interview with a member of the OEO Personnel Office. 
The personnel officer could not recall a termination where child 
care was given by the d6partment employee as the primary reason 
for leaving OEO. A policy which tends to affect some of the 
potential savings that might accrue to OEO because of reduced 
turnover for CDC users is the fact that as longo^ ^^rminated 
OEO employees work for the Federal government the CDC is avail- 
2ible to them. 



^.3 Improved Recruitin<y 

Another major hypothesis used to support employer- 
subsidized child care programs is that the recruitment ability 
can be enhanced by attracting female employees who would not other 
wise be available. Day care could only, have recruiting value to 
OEO in the situation ^ere the work force is below the desired 
level. If OEO was faced with the condition of not being able to 
attract qualified female employees, a child care program could 
improve recruiting. An agency or company operating with less than 
the desired work force incurs an opportunity cost for each day of 
production foregone, such a cost can be estimated, at least 
conceptually, in terms of output foregone. In the private sectoi. 
case the cost is generally measured in terms of profits foregone. 
For an organization in the public sector such as OEO, the units 
of measurement are more difficult. One possible measure might be 
the amount of planned budget foregone. This assumes, of course, 
that the budget was planned in light of specific output goals. 

In an interview with an OEO personnel officer, it was 
indicated that the OEO Child Development Center was not used in ai 
active manner in OEO's recruitment. The program is explained to 
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those interviewees who request such information. Evidently, the 
personnel office does not view the child ca . program as a benefit 
in the same sense as other employee fringe benefits. Consequently, 
the value of the OEO Center for recruiting purposes thus far is 
negligible. 

The labor pool in Washington, D. C. is adequate to supply 
OEO with potential employees independent of child care facilities. 
This is expected to remain true in the foreseeable future as well, 
hence the Center can not be expected to accrue economic benefits to 
OEO because of improved recruiting. 

Thus far, the discussion has centered on potential 
benefits to OEO. In the area of recruitment, one might argue that 
OEO's hiring and training of underqualified typists and clerical 
personnel has economic benefit to the Federal Government and society 
as a whole. The OEO personnel officer indicated that OEO feels a 
responsibility to recruit and train sc»ne reasonable numbers of such 
individuals. AlSiough this represents a cost to OEO, it has an 
economic benefit to society particularly in the case where the 
newly-hired working mother is taken from the welfare roles. 

From this study there is no satisfactory way to estimate 
how many females not currently in the labor market could be attracted 
into employment if adequate day care was available to them. Ques- 
tion rb of the OEO questionnaire concerned whether the respondent's 
spouse would go to work or would work more than at present if ade- 
quate day care were available. Out of 46 employees who were asked 
this question, 11 or about 25% indicated that their spouses would 
go to work or work more hours if adequate day care were available. 
When asked what type of day care would be preferred, two of the 
eleven respondents mentioned the OEO Center. Apparen^ .y there is 
so^ need for day care among the segment of employees with spouses 
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at home, but it is unclear as to the degree of need and what it« 
ifould take, in the way of day cart, to motivate these spouses to 
enter the labor aiarket or increase their current participation. 
In addition, 23 respondents, were asked whether relatives residing 
in their household, other than spouses, would seek employment if 
day care was availably. Only one responded yes. Because of the 
many uncertainties of the uiiemployed spouses (and other relatives) 
of respondents in our sample actually entering the labor market, 
they were not considered in the potential demand. 

5.4 Estimated Total value of Day Care 

In order to arrive at estimates of the minimum and maximum 
potential economic benefits to OEO from operations of the Child 
Develc^ment Center, the individual estimates due to reduced absen- 
teeism and tardiness, reduced turnover and the enhancement^o 
recruiting must be aggregated. Considering in each case discussed 
above the minimum expected benefit was zero dollars, then obviously 
the estimated minimum for total benefit would likewise be zero. 

In the case of maximum economic benefits, it was esti- 
mated that potential cost savings of $80 per user per year might 
be realized from reduced absenteeism and tardiness and about $45 
per OEO CDC user from reduced turnover. These combined estimates 
yield an estimate of maximum total potential economic benefit by 
$125 per OEO iser savings of about $5,600 per year for OEO. 
Currently, 22 OEO employees are CDC users; at this level the 
maximum annual cost savings would be estimated at $2,750. As 
indicated above in the develojanent of these figures, they repre- 
sent speculative values based on little firm data. 




Ogilvie concluded that employers should have the 
following characteristics to justify an employer-subsidized 
child care center: 



X. a large female lab< r force located in one geo- 
graphical area; probably about l^OOO women, 

2. a sustained need for additional female employees 
in order to utilize the rec:ruiting value of day 
care, and 

3. above average turnover and absenteeism costs. 

OEO does not meet the first requirement and it is ques- 
tionable whether the second characteristic applies. 



Op . cit. 
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6. SATISFACTION WITH THE OEO CHILD DEVELOPMENT 
CENTER AND OTHER CENTERS 



This chapter begins with a review of OEO CDC users* 
reported satisfaction with various aspects of the center and a 
comparison of their satisfaction with the importance they attach 
to various factors. Following this, similar analyses are pre- 
sented for members of Comparison Group II who used other day 
care centers. 

In general, OEO CDC uiers were highly satisfied with 
the center on 4»lmo8t all countb. OEO en^loyees using other day 
care centers also reported high levels of satisfaction and it 
should be noted that studies of two other federally-sponsored 
day care centers^ also showed high level a of user satisfaction 
(see Chapter 9) . 

6.1 Satisfaction With Ten Aspects of the OEO Center 

Qu^tion 29 of the OEO questionnaire required users 
of the OEO CDC t^^ rate their relative satisfaction or dissatis*-* 
faction with vaixous factors of the Center organization and _ 
pror jun, usiing the following scale: 

DON'T 

SATISFIED DISSATISFIED KNOW 
6 5 4 3 2 1 0 



The Depa.;cment of Labor anu the Department of Health, Education 
and Welfare centers* 
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Ratings throughout tended to be high and, on most factors, a 
relatively small number of users expressed degrees of dissatis- 
faction (ratings of 3, 2, or 1). Table 6-1 presents an analysis 
of the user ratings. With the exception of t^e factor "parental 
involvement," the average ratings ramged from 5.3 to 5,9 (with 
6.0 representing complete satisfaction). One-third of all users 
expressed at least some dissatisfaction with parental involvement 
at the Center. Twelve percent X12i) were dissatisfied with the 
cost of the program. 

^wo factors, hours of operation and convenience of 
location, received no ratings of dissatisfaction (3, 2, or 1). 

is interesting to note that these are two aspects of Center 
operation on which there was considerable parental involvement 
in setting center policy. 

Satisfaction with Center aides showed the biggest 
point spread between OEO employees and non-OEO employees, 
although only one employee in each group actually expressed 
dissatisfaction with the aides. 



^•2 Comparison of Satisfaction and Importance of Various 

Factors 

Quest \on 16 of the OEO parent questionnaire required 
each respondent to rate 22 specific aspects of day care arrange- 
ments as to their importance to the respondent in choosing a day 
care arrangement. While these 22 items do not bear a one-to-two 
correspondence to the 10 aspects rated for satisfaction in 
Question 29 (see Section 6,1), certain comparisons are possible. 
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The following list shows a set of Items that were 
selected to compare to eight aspects of Question 29: 



Satisfaction Factor 
from Question 29 

A. Director of Day Care 
Center 



B. Child/Teacher Ratio 



C. Aides at the Center 



£• Effects of this Prog^ram ' 
on Your Child 



F. Individual Attention 
that Your Child Is 
Receiving 



6. Extent to Which Parents 
Are Involved In the 
Program 

I. Hours the Center Is Open 

J. Convenience of the 
Location 



Importance Factor 
from Question 16 



F. An adult staff that 
takes time to tell you 
how your child Is doing. 

P. Staffed by adults who 
are well trained. 

Q. Enough staff members to 
provide my child with 
Individual attention. 

T. Fewer than ten children 
per adult. 

F. ^ adult staff that 
takes time to tell you 
how your child is doing. 

P. Staffed by adults who 
are well trained. 

M. Helps children to get 
along better with each 
other. 

U. Teaches children how 
to mind and follow 
directions. 

Q. Enough staff members 
provide my child with 
individual atteutijon. 

T. Fewer than ten children 
per adult. 

D. Involves parents. 



C. Open convenient hours. 

B. Within walking distance 
of home. 

I. Within walking distance 
from work. 



Table 6-2 shows the results of these ccmparisons of 
importance and satisfaction ratings. As in the case of the 
satisfaction ratings from Question 29, the importance ratings 
given by the respondents tended to cluster at the high end of 
the seven-point scale used for Question 16. Thus, most of the 
ratings indicated that the users felt the it^s were very 
* important. 

It is of interest to note that while 14 of the users 
expressed dissatisfaction with parental involvement at the Center, 
3 of these (21%) did not find parental involvement more than 
somewhat important. 

The lowest ratings of importcuice app^r foj: hours of 
operation, where 23% found this only somewhat in^rtant, and 
convenience of location, where 27 out of the 43 users (63%) found 
this factor only somewhat or not at all important. All users 
rated these two factors as satisfactory. 

_ ^ _ - — - z — - _ 

6.3 Satisfaction of the Children 

7 

Question 30 of the OEO questionnaire asked users to 
rate their children as very, fairly, or not very happy with the 
OEO program. Table 6-3 indicates that 82% of the OEO employees 
and 95% of the non-OEO employees felt their children were very 
happy, and 100% of both groups felt their childr4«A were either 
very or fairly happy at the Center. 
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6.4 



Comparison of QEO Center With Previous Child Care 



Arrcuigements 

Question 51 of the preschool questionnaire required the 
respondents to rate 23 items^ which are features of various child 
care arrangements, coii^aring their current child care at the OEO 
Center with previous child care arrangements used. Table 6-4 
shows responses by the following categories; 

• Center organization, 

• Center program, 

• Parent cost/convenience, and 

• Social benefits. 



i 

Since this analysis involved the preschool file, each 
child is represented once and respondents who had more than one 
child enrolled in the center are represented more than once. 
This results in an N of 48 for Table 6-4. 

The general category of center program shows the most 
substantial improvement over previous €u:rangements . On the 
average, center program feav*ures were reported to be improved 
for 65% of the children and worse for only 1%. In pairticular, 
the formal educaitdonal program is rated as improved in 81% of 
the cases. 

The fac tors listed xinder parent cost/convenience 
showed the lowest average number of respondents reporting improve- 
ment in their situation. Only distance from work and cost show 



Twenty-t% of these 23 items Mere identical to the items 
of Question 16, OEO questionnaire which parents rated for 
importance. One additional item, "Cost to you," appeared in 
Question 51 of the preschool questionnaire, but not in 
Question 16 of the OEO questionnaire. 



T«bl« 6-4 • Coiqpari0OM cf OBO Center to previous child care 
erreitgeMiite for 48 children enrolled in center.*' 



Category 


Itea**' 


Better 
Ro. 1 k 


Sane 
"Ho. 1 * 1 


Horse 


Mo 

OK/HA/Reaponse 


Center 

Organise** 

tion 


Staff reports to 
parents 

Wsll trained staff 
Staff adequate for 
individual attention 
Staff/child ratio 
1/10 or better 

Average 


M 81% ' 

33 69% 
33 69% 

28 S8% 

24 . 50% 

31 65% 


13 27% 

12 25% 

13 27% 

14 29% 
12 25% 


1 3% 
1 2% 

5 10% 

8 17% 

3 6% 


- 1 ' 24 

1 2% 

2 4% 

2 4% 
2 4% 
2 4% 


Center 
Program 


Pormal educational 
prograa 

Vea^s social ad- 
jttstsMnt 

teadies obedience 
and understanding 

Average 


39 81% 

30 63% 
24 50% 

31 65% 


7 15% 
15 31% 
23 48% 
15 31% 


1 2% 
.3 1% 


1 2% 
3 6% 

4_ 

1.7 3% 


Parent 
Core/ 
Cunven- 
ienoe 


Within waJxing dis«- 
tance of 'Mtk 
Cost 

Involves parents 
Dependable a reliable 
Open convenient hourr 
Safe and clean 
Provides extra »eal 
Available year after 
year 

Available day or 

night 

Within walking 
distance of hosie 
All children of faid.ls 
'together after 
school*** 

Average 


37 77% 
33 69% 
23 48% 
20 42% 
20 -42% 
19 40% 

19 40% 

18 38% 
12 25% 
9 19% 

7 15% 

20 41% 


4 8% 

7 15% 

21 44% 

25 52% 
24 50% 

26 54% 

22 46% 

26 54'4 
20 42% 
12 25% 

3 6% 
17 36% 


4 8% 

7 15% 
2 4% 

1 2% 

2 4% 

5 10% 
1 2% 

12 25% 
22 46% 

9 19% 

6 12% 


3 6% 

1 2% 

2 4% 
2 4% 

2 4% 

3 6% 

2 4% 

3 6% 

4 8% 

5 lu% 

29 60% 
5 11% 


Social 
Benefits 


lUicially integrated 
Child eager to attend 
With children like 
self 

Staff of ssM ethnic 
background 

Average 


35 73% 
30 63% 

30 63% 

J.4 29% 

27 57% 


11 23% 
17 35% 

16 33% 

21 44% 

16 35% 


_5._ 10% 
1 2% 


2 4% 

1 2% 

2 4% 

8 17% 

3 6% 



* Includes response for each of 48 children attending 
Center; parents wi th two children repressnied twice. 

«* Only ak^reviated citptions for the itens are shown. 
For original wording, see Appendix C. 

*** This question was acke^ only if the parent had both 
preschool and schoolac ! children. In 28 of the 48 
cases # it was not ask^^> Ihere was one non-respondent « 
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improvement for more than half of the children in th'^ center, 
with 15% showing increased cost and 8% increased distance. Day 
or night availability, distance from home, and possibility of 
keeping children together all are rated substantially worse in 
comparison with previous arrangements. 

Individual itemtf considered to be an improvement over 
previous arrangements foi 50% or more of the children are listed 
separately in Table 6-5. 

The responses to Question 51 involved comparisons of the 
OEO center to a variety of different types of previous arrangements. 
Of the 48 children enrolled in the CDC, 35 of them (73%) had 
previously been in informal arrr^igements (63% outside the home; 
10% in the home) ; thirteen of them (27%) had been in formal arrange- 
ments (21% in other day care centers; 6% in nursery school and/or 
kindergarten) . Given that about three-quarters of the children 
had previously be^ in informal arrangements, it is not surprising 
that the uaers as a group foimd improvements in the area of program 
and some loss of convenience. 

The three factors in Table 6-4 which show the highest 
number of responses indicating that the CDC is worse than the 
previous arrangement are "within walking distance of hone," 
"available day or night," and "staff /child ratio 1:10 or better." 
The first two are not unexpected, given a comparison of predom- 
inantly informal previous arranganents to a center located near 
the place of work. Of the eight children for whom staff /child 
ratio was reported to be worse in the OEO CDC than i n their 
previous arrangement, all had previously been in informaT arrange- 
ments — four with relatives at other homes, three with non- 
relatives at other h^ies, and one with a relative in the child's 
home . 
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Table 6-5. Factors on which OEO Center Is reported better than 
previous child care arrangement for more than 50% 
of the children* 



Category 


1* 

Item** 

» 


Children for 
Which Center 
Is Viewed 
as Better 


^ Center 
Organization 


Men Included In sti^ff 
Staff reports to parents 


81% 
69% 










staff adequate for 
Individual attention 


58% 




Fewer than ten children 
per adult 


50% 


Center Program 


Formal educational 
program 


81% 




Teaches social adjustment 


63% 




^ Teaches obedience and 
understanding 


50% 


Parent Cost/ 
Convenience 


Walking distance from 
work 


77% 




Cost to parent 


69% 


Social Benefits 


Racially Integrated 


73% 




With children like self 


«3% 




Child eager to attend 


63% 



* Based on responses for each of 48 children attending; parents 
with two children represented twioe. 

* Only abbreviated captions for Items are shown. For original 
wording, see Appendix C. 
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6.5 



Importance of Factors at OEO Center Reported to be 
Worse in Comparison With Previous Arrangements 



To the extent that users found various aspects of the 
OEO Center to be less satisfactory than their previous arrange- 
ments, there was an interest in knowing what importance they _ 
attached to the factors seen as less satisfactory. As reported 
in the last section, users very infrequently said that the OEO 
CDC was worse than what they had previously experienced. In 
fact, on none of the 23 comparison items did a majority of the 
users find the OEO CDC to be worse. 

The four factors most fz;equently noted to be "worse" 
are shown in Table 6-6. For each factor, the degree of impor- 
tance attached to it by the respondents considering it "worse" 
is also shown. According to this table, the two factors with 
the largest number of derogatory ratings do not seem to be of 
great importance to these parents finding them "worse" at OEO 
CDC than in previous arrangements. Only in the case of "staff/ 
child ratio" do all of those finding it worse at OEO report it 
to be a very in5>ortant factor. As noted in Section 6.4, however, 
these parents had previously had theiwr children in informal 
arrangements where the ratio adults to children may be expected 
to be very favorable. 



6.6 



User Preference for Day Care Arrangements 



A final measure of center user satisfaction may be 
gained by a review of preferences for day care arrangements 
expressed by current users. While 91% of the OEO employees 
and 81% of non-OEO employees who use the Center reported the 
OEO Center t6 be their choice for child care, two OEO employees 
(9%) and four non-OEO employees (19%) indicated other forms of 



ERIC 



6-12 



g 



0) 

o 

M 

I 

H 



0) 
Q) 
M 
D* 
0) 
Q 



O • 

O Id 

M <P 

Q) 0 




M 
O 

O 



I 



I 

Id 

u 



ro in ^ 



^ 00 00 



G 

10 

M 

o 



>1 

M 
0) 
> 



4J 
M 
O 



4J 
M 



0) 5 P 

> CO SS 



4> 
G 

Id 

M 

o 



4J 

c 
Id 

M 



in M 



G 
Id 

M 



0) 0 P 
> CO Z 



^5 

0) o 

> CO 



o 



5* 

•0 



o 

M-l 0 

Id P 

•P Id 

(0 M 



4i 



Id 

> u 

< 0 



i 

-H 

H O 

Id 

£ OB 



0) 0) 

•d q 

H <P 

A >i 

OH 



c 

0 

•H 

Id 

N 

u o 



8$ 

g G 
0i 8 



* in 

rH M C C 
^ 0 O-H 

4i -Pa 

« 09 0) C 
OB « 0) CP«H 
*H M 0 Id 

jC 0 o-P m 

0) C 0) o • 
O O +J c 
MOO) 
0) 0) Id M 
OB OiU^ *d 
G H 
Q O 0) M«H 

n 84 O O 

' 0) U4 

; M 00 
• 0) ^ 

0) *d OB M 

1 4i «P43 
Id -P C 
Id 

M 0 



G U 

eg 



OH 
Id C 
«M O 
OB 



M 
0) 



O 43 M 



^ 0) ^ O 

4J 0) 'P Id 
Id <P c 4J 
n C • ^ 

0) O «B 

•a « Id 0 4J 

C Q) 0) Id 
Id MJS OB M 

a<p M 

0) 0) (U 0) OB 
O M C 4J OB 4J 
C ^ 0 C 

Id 4> 

M H Id 

aO'H 0) 6 Oi 
4J^^ Id 
6 O 5 i: 

C « C I 

(M 0) CH 4J S 
CMC G 

Id *o 0) c 

C Qi C 0) M O 
O idH 0) 
OB,C^HH4<0 
*H O 4J 0 O 
M Id 

Id 0) 0) 

^4 0) 

_ .j'OH 0) 
OH H 4J M 
H Ot^ X 8 

0) Id 

43 0 > HO) 

4» Id 4» OB^ 

^ IS 4> 

0*0 O 0) 

0) OB M OB 

OB M 4J q « ^ 



M-H OB 

S "O Id 




0 43 42 a,c^- 

IQM •H 4i <M 4> &4 



6-13 



I 



day care as their preference < 
will be found in Chapter 7. 



k (liocussion of these preferences 



6.7 



OEO Canter Users Conqpared on Satisfaction With Users 
of Other Cisnters 



Sixteen non-users of the OEO Center in Comparison 
Group II report use of formal arrangements (other day care 
centers) . Question 27 of the OEO questionnaire asked these 
respondents to rate their satisfaction or dissatisfaction with 
the same aspects of center care as were discussed for users in 
Section 6.1. The average scores for the various factors as well 
as the percentages of those reporting satisfaction or dissatis- 
faction with them, are compared with those of users in Table 6-7. 



There is relatively little difference in average ratings 
or satisfaction for the OEO Center and other day care facilities 
in most areas. Again, most respondents using other centers 
expressed satisfaction with their centers. Individual attention 
to the child, center -program, and cost of care scored the lowest 
levels of satisfaction, in that order. However, these factors 
are still highly rated and the percentages are based on very 
small numbers where a shift of one or two people makes a fairly 
JLar^e difference. 



Parental involvement showed the biggest point spread 
between the two groups (OEO Center users 4.1 vs. users of other 
centers 5.0^ , with OEO Center users showing an appreciably lower 
level of satisfaction (33% dissatisfied as opposed to 6% of the 
users other centers) . 



ERIC 



Individual attention to the child (user score 5.3, 
users of other centers 4.8) was rated somewhat lower by users 
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of other centers, 13% of whan were dlBsatlsfled as compared to 
8% of the OEO users. 

Significance of the average ratings of users of the OEO 
Center and users of other centers was statistically tested.^ No 
statistically significant differences could be substantiated. 

6.8 Satisfaction vs. Importance of Factors: Users of 

Other Centers 

A comparison was made between relative importance of 
the factors evaluated by users of other centers, and their 
satisfaction and dissatisfaction with them. As with the users 
of the OEO Center, most respondents tetided to consider all factors 
very important as well as indicating a generally high level of 
satisfaction. 

No Statistical significance can be attributed to differ- 
ences between the two groups in intportance or satisfaction, and 
indeed # distribution tends to follow the same patterns with 
differences only of degree. 

All of the users of other centers reported their 
children to be "Very Happy** with the center they attend. 



A t-test of means d^onstrated significance (p < .001) on the 
two factors with the largest differences in average scores 
(parent involvement and center hours) . However, because of 
the skewness of the distribution of ratings, the assunqptions 
of a t-test are not really met. For this reason, two nonpara-* 
metric tests were also used. The median test and the Kolmogorov«- 
Smirnov tVo"*8ample test failed to verify significant statistical 
differences between the two groups. These two tests pertain to 
differences in central tendency and differences in total 
distribution , respective ly . 
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6.9 



Comparlaon of Previou s and Currant Child car*. 
Arrangements; Comparison Group ii 



Twenty-six of the 48 respondents in-Co«5,arison Group il 
(non-users of the OEO Center with a 2, 3, 4v or S-year-old in 
full-time day care) compared their current and previous child 
care arrangements. (When the previous arrangement had been with 
the respondent or spouse at home, the question was not completed.) 

Present arrangements of those responding showed far less 
improvement over previous arrangements than is shown by users of 
the OEO C^ter. These Comparison Group ii responses, however, 
represent changes from a variety of previous child care arrange- 
ments to a variety of a^rent child care arrangements. This 
makes it much more difficult to interpret the results for 
comparison Group ii than those fir center users, who had 
changed from avariety of previous arrangements to the Center 
in every case. Given the small number of Comparison Group 
respondents on this item (n » 26) , it is not possible to break 
the data down by type of current arrangement to make a compari- 
son with the users. ^«mpari 
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7. KEY FACTOR^ ?EIATED TO CHOICE OF 
DAY CARE ARRANGEMENT 



Chapter 3 presented a number of conipariaons of users 
and non-users of the OEO CDC and discussed scnne of the descriptive 
characteristics of the sanqple that might be related to type of day 
care used. This chapter attenqpts to delve further into the issue 
of what factors affect choice of day care. 



7.1 Preferences 

Question 9 of the OEO questionnaire asked, "Under present 
circumstances, if you had to choose among the various types of 
child care shoim on this card, .%rtiich one would you choose?" The 
alternatives were: 



A. 


Spouse at home 


B. 


Half day nursery school 


C. 


OEO Day Care Center 


D. 


Other day care center 


E. 


Head Start program 


F. 


Kindergarten 


6. 


First grade 


H. 


With relative at your hone 


I. 


With relative at pother home 


J. 


With non-relativej at your home 


K. 


With non-relativej at another home 


t L. 


Other (specify) 



Table 7-1 shoirs the results of this question for the 
users and Comparison Group I. A chi-square <x^) test of sigiii- 
ficance was ocm^uted coiq>aring all users to all members of Com- 
parison Group I on this question. In order to do this, it was 




ERIC 



J 

necessary to collapse the categories so that small frequencies 
in the cells could be avoided. The results are shown in Table 
7-2. The was equal to 48.38, which is significant with p < .001. 



Table 7-2. Contingency table for chi-square test of preference 
vs. user/non-user 





Users 


Comparison Group I 


Total 


At home with spousfe, rela- 
tive, non- relative or 
respondent 


1 


15 


16 


Half day nursery. Day care 
center (not OEO) , Head Start, 
kindergarten, first grade 


3 


21 


24 


With relative or non- 
relative at another home 


2 


9 


11 


OEO Day Care Center 


37 


8 


45 


Total 


43 


53* 


96 



* The one non-respondent shown in Table 7-1 was eliminated. 



As indicated in Table 7-2, 37 of the 43 OEO CDC users 
gave the center as their preferred day care arrangement. Two OEO- 
eiiq>loyed users and four non-OEO-^nployed users did not. In order 
to better understand why these six users do not give the center 
as their preferred arrang«nent, we looked at Q.29, which required 
each user to express their satisfaction or dissatisfaction with 10 
aspects of the center. The responses of the six users who did not 
give the center as their preferred type of day care are diagrammed 
in Table 7-3. Although most of the responses to specific factors 
in the Center operation indicated a fair degree of satisfaction 
only two factors (hours of operation and convenience of location) 
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vere completely satisfactory to all of these respondenrs. Parent 
involvement produced the greatest variety of opinion, ranging from 
con^lete satisfaction to c(xq>lete dissatisfaction, other factors 
rated with dissatisfaction (a rating of 3, 2, or I) by at least 
one of these six respondents included Child-Teacher ratio. Center 
Program, and Cost to Parents. 

It is of particular interest to note that of two respon- 
dents indicating a preference for another center, one expressed 
complete satisfaction with all aspects of the Center, while the 
o^-Jier expressed dissatisfaction with child-teacher ratios and 
parent involvement. 

Since dissatisfaction-with the OEO Center did not appear 
to be a primary cause of most preferences 1^ users for another 
arrangement, other possible explanations yrere exfunined. Question 
. , 8 required respondents to dioose from a list those factors which 
were most in^rtant to them in selecting an ideal child care 
arrangement; Question 20 asked if the respondent (»uld think of 
anything that would io^rove the arrangements for their preschool 
children. Responses to these two questions were tabulated for the 
six users not preferring the OEO center as shown in Table 7-4. 

In response to Question 18^ a formal educational program 
was cited by all six of the users who prefer another arrangement 
as an in^rtant factor in selecting a child care program. Two- 
thirds of these respondents considered it of primary in^rtance. 
The choices of child care arrangements of these six users are not 
^ntirely consistent with this pattern, since three of the respon- 
. dents had indicated earlier (in Q.9) that they preferred an 
informal arrangement, which vrould be most unlikely to provide any 
formal education benefits to the child. 
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The preferences of non-users shown in Table 7-1 were 
also studied further. Table 7-5 presents an analysis of non- 
iisers' preferred day care arrangement, reasons for not using the 
center (Q.24 of OEO questionnaire) and changes which might per- 
suade them to use the CDC (Q.25 of OEO questionnaire). Since six 
members of Comparison Group. I did not have children in the age 
range eligible for the OEO CDC, this analysis involved only members 
of Comparison Group ii. Since family income was shown earlier 
(see Chapter 3) to be an important factor in choice of day care. 
Table 7-5 shows the results by level of income as well as by type 
of arrangement primarily used. 

In giving their reasons for not using the OEO center, 
approximately .x>ne-third of Comparison Group II indicated that they 
liked their present arrangement and nothing would induce them to 
change. Location and cost were the two most important reasons 
cited for not using the OEO Center by the otheS: taro-thirds, with 
lower cost cited by 29% as the most important factor which would 
persuade them to use the Center. While the cost factor is cited 
by users of all other arrangements as a deterrent to use of the 
I OEO center, it is an especially in?)ortant factor for those using 
informal arrangements, both within and outside of the home. It 
is interesting to note that complaints about cost were more fre- 
quent among families above the $10,500 inc<»ne level. Thirty-two 
respondents had family inc(»ies of $10,500 or more; ten of them 
(31%) gave "too expensive" as a reason for not using the center. 
This compares with 3 out of 14 respondents (21%) whose incomes 
were below $10,500. 

Even though all the respondents in Table 7-5 had at 
least one child in the eligible age range, 25% gave "children too 
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old** or ••Children too young" as a reason for not using the center.^ 
Only 10%, however, cited expanded age eligibility as a factor en- 
couraging use of the Center. Location and transportation also 
follow this pattern: 38% consider location and transportation 
difficulties a deterrent to use, but only 17% xoention better loca* 
tion or provision of transportation as an incentive ♦-^ use the OEO 
Child Development Center* 

Fourteen percent (14%) of Coir5)arison Group II (7 pe^ ons) 
gave the OEO Child Developn^nt Center as t.ic*ir preferred child care 
arrangement. Their reasons for not using the Center are tabulated 
in Table 7-6. As may be noted, cost is the largest single deterrent 
to those who prefer the center, cited by 4 out of the 7. Three 
out of these four have family in^'xines in the $15,000-$19,999 
range. 

In addition to their preferences regarding type of day 
care, respondents who preferred any type of out^^of-home arrange- 
ment were asked, •'For the type of c^ild care that you chose, what 
is the farthest distance frOTi your home or work that it can be 
located?"^ (Q.IO, OEO questionnaire). A chi*square (x^) test 
indicated significant differences between users and Comparison 
Group I on this question. The results ar4 shown in Table 7-7. 

Overall, non«*users seem less willing to travel to get 
day care than users. Seventy-seven percent (77%) of the users 
indicated that day care would have to be within 15 minutes of 



This confirms the results discussed in Chapter 1 indicating that 
parents are less apt to use the center when they have one child 
eligible and others who are not. 
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their home as craqpared to 45% of the users. The non-OEO users 
are the most willing to travel with 40% of them indicating a 
willingness to travel in excess of 20 minutes. 

7.2 Ease of Setting Up Day Care Arrangements 

Question 7 of the OEO questionnaire requested respon- 
dents to rate their ease or difficulty in setting up day care 

arrangements for their children. (See Table 7-B«) An overall 
2 

cfai-square (x ) test of significance between users and non-users 
was not significant. However^ on this item there appears to be 
more variation between OEO and non-C^O users and among non-users 
using different types of day care than between the user/non-user 
classification. 

Sixty-eight percent of OEO ^aplc^ees utilizing the OEO 
Child Development Center reported little or no difficulty in making 
arrangenents. Non-OEO employees utilising the OEO Day Care Cen- 
ter and users of other day care centers reported the greatest 
difficulty in making arrang^nents, although over half of all 
users rated it "easy** to * fairly easy." Informal arrangements, 
both in and out of the home, appeared to cause the least 
difficulty. 

Qtiestion Q (page 14) of the OEO questionnaire asked if 
respondents had a relative who could conveniently care for their 
children. Table 7«>9# which presents an analysis of this question, 
may partially explain the greater ease with which respondents 
using informal arrangements set up their day care arrangements. 
Sixty percent^(603) of the respondents using informal at-home care 
and 69% of those using informal out-of-hc»ne care reported avail- 
ability of relatives who could conveniently care for their 
children. 
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^•3 Respondents' Ratings as to ll^rtance of various Factora 

in Choosing Child Care ArranqCTients 

Question 16 of the OEO questionnaire required respon- 
dents' to rate, on a seven-point scale, the importance of each of 
22 factors in choosing a child care arrangement. Using Conpariscm 
Group I versus Users of the OEO Day Care Center, chi-square (x^) 
tests were c<»i(?>uted for all 2? factors • Tirelve factors showed 
significant differences between users and the comparison group. 
The average ratings for users and comparison-group respondents 
on these 12 factors are shown in Table 7-10. All 12 differences 
are in the same direction; that is, the users rated each of these 
12 as more important than the con^arison group did. In fact, the 
average rating given by users over all 22 items in Q.16 was 5.95 
as compared to an average rating of 5.42 for Comparison Group I. 
The three factors showing the largest differences in mean ratings 
were : 

• Men as well as w^nen looking after children. 

• Within walking distance from work. 

• Racially integrated, with children of many 
backgrounds . 



Many of the items in Q,16 are factors iihicfa would be 
difficult to achieve in informal arrang^nents . All but 16 people 
in COTjparison Group II were using informal aurrangements. In 
making ratings of importance in a situation such as this, respon- 
dents may be reluctant to state that factors not present in their 
current day care arrangsnents are things they consider to be 
important in making ideal day care arrangements. 

In addition to Question 16, another question was related 
to the issue of which factors respondents reported to be imporv^ant 
in choosing day care. Question 18 of the OEO questionnaire 
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Table 7-10 • 



Average ratings of users and Cooqparison Group I 
non-users on twelve factors relating to factors 
involved in making day care choices 



SCALE: Very Somewhat Not at al.i Don't 

Important Important Important Know 

76 543 21 0* 

CoiQ>arison 
User N Group I N 

C. Open co^enient hours 6.70 (43) 6.02 (51) 

F. An adult staff that takes 
the time to tell you how 

your child is doing 6.86 (43) 6.61 (54) 

H. Men as well as iromen 
looking after the 

children 5.84 (43) 4.56 (54) 

I. Within walking distance 

from work 5.67 (43) 3.57 (53) 

J. With other children 

like yours 5.98 (43) 4.92 (48) 

K. Where all your children ^ 
could be together when 
older ones are not in 

school 4.65 (34) 4.54 (50) 

L. Racially integrated, with 
children of many 

backgrounds 6.53 (43) 5.26 - (54) 

M. Helps children to get 
along better with 

each other 6.86 (43) 6.26 (53) 

P. Staffed by adults who 

are well trained 6.84 (43) 6.50 (54) 

S. Available year after year 6.14 (43) 5.02 (54) 

U. Teaches children how 
to mind and follow 

directions 6.40 (40) 6.15 (52) 

V. Place that your child is 

usually eager to attend 6.70 (43) 6.41 (54) 

Average rating on all 22 items: 5<^95 5.42 

* Average ratings in this table do not include "Oon*t Know" 
responses. 
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required respondents to choose from a list the most important, 
second most important, and third most important factors in selecting 
an ideal child care arrangoient. The factors on the list were as 
fol loirs: 

A« The cost of the child care. 

B. The distance of the arrangement from your home. 

C. The distance of the arrangement from your work. 

D. Being able to have all your children together. 

B. Having only one arrangement so that multiple 
arrangements are not necessary. 

F. The availability of a formal educational program. 

6« Being in a home- type arrang^nent rather than a 
center. 

H. Being in a center-type arrangement rather than 
a home. 

I. Other (please specify). 

Table 7**11 presents a tabulation of the factors chosen 
as first in importance by users and Con^arison Group II non-users . 
All groups except those currently using informal at*h<»ie arrange- 
ments selected Factor F (the availability of a formal educational 
program) most frequently. Those non-users presently using informal- 
at-home arrangements chose Factor F only 20t of the time and chose 
Factor E (having only one arrang&nent so that multiple arrangements 
are not necessary) most frequently (30%) . 

Using Cosqparison Group II, these same data were 
reanalyzed to take account of factors chosen as first, second 

and third most important. Table 7-12 shows the percent of respon- 

* 

dents in each major category who mentioned each factor as the 
xHrst, second or third most inqportant. In addition, an average 
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rating for each factor was computed by assigning a score of 3 for 
each first choice, 2 for each second choice, ai,d 1 for each third 
choice and then dividing by the total nuinber of respondents. (This 
procedure essentially gives a weight of 0 to those persons not • 
mentioning the factor.) These ratings are also shown in Table 
7-12. 



The largest differences occurred between users and non- 
users on the^ distance of the arrangement from home and the distance 
of the arrangement from work. As might be expected, fewer users 
(141) than non-users (35%) mentioned distance from home, while 
more users (44%) than non-users (17%) mentioned distance from 



work. 



There is also a noticeable difference between the two 
group*- in the average rating assigned to the availability of a 
formal educational program. While a high percentage of both 
groups cited it as one of the three most important factors, users 
were more apt to rate it first (see Table 7-11) and therefore 
produced a higher average rating. 
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Cost as a Factor in M ^ina Dav Care Decislona 



cost has been cited a number of times in earlier sections 
as a factor frequently mentioned by respondents as in^rtant to 
their choice of day care. This section attempts to explore the 
issue of cost more fully. Section 8, Trade-offs of Key Factors, 
discusses the relative Impoxtance of cost, program and convenience. 

Q.13 and 14 of the OEO questionnaire required users to 
indicate how much their family would be able to spend each week for 
all children and how much they now spend each week for all children 
Table 7-13 presents an analysis comparing the responses to these 



u 

0 

•0 
0) 
M 
M 

:3 
o 
c 



u 
« 

09 
•P 
10 

8 



5 

0 



•8 

0 

P«IO 

9 u 
U 9 

m 

M-l D 
0 

I 

§' 

*H M 
M « 
Id 0 



U-0 



I 

f-i 































Tota 


o 


m 




p-l 


so 


00 




p-l 


CM 


p-l 






■P 


























cB 

0 C 
Q >^ 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 




9 

O M 
in M 0 

v> 0 a 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


p-l 


o 


1 1 


o 


p-l 




























Iren 


1 OS 

o • 

« OS 


o 


o 


o 


o 


p-l 


p-l 


o 


o 


o 


CM 


L Child 


$30- 
39.99 


o 


o 


o 


CM 


o 


p-l 


L..J 


p-l 


CM 


o 


so 


:or Al] 


ON 

1 <^ 
in • 

CM C\ 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


0 


p-l 


o 


o 


o 




lekly f 


$20- 
24.99 


o 


o 


o 


o 


0 


o 


O 


o 


o 


p-l 


CM 


Pay We 


$15- 
19,99 


o 


H 


o 


0 


o 


tn 


p-l 


o 


o 


o 


o 




$10- 
14.99 


























o 


o 


El 


in 




o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


O 
•H 




10 c 
09 id O 


o 


E] 


CM 


CM 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


00 




t?> 
C 


























•ft 


B 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 




Not 

























>1 

-f4 p-l 
p4< ^ 

o M 

H 

4J id J3 
0S 



0» 



o 

a 

o 
p-l 

% 

01 
09 

2 







as 




as 








a\ 


as 


as 


as 






a 


a 


a 


a 


a 


a 


u 




0\ 






as 




i 


P-l 


a 


CM 


CM 














«!> 






M 




1 








1 


0 


o 


o 


o 


O 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


• 


• 


• 


• 


• 


• 


• 


o 


in 


o 


in 


o 


o 


o 


H 


p-l 


CM 


CM 


cn 




in 




v»- 




in- 









I 

X 



I 



Id 
o 



i 
% 

s 

i 

i 

I 
t 

f 

r- 

i 



I 

1-1 

I 
I 



Pi 
HI 

*H a 



'So 

•IS 

IS. 

o 

si 

iiiS 



.1 

•9 



6 

S 

•0 
H 

>3 

H 
H 

O 



I 

0i 



Total 


H 


00 


Don't 
Know 


OOOOOOO^OHH 


CM 


o S 

in u 0 


OOOOOOHoQo 


00 


$40- 
49.99 


tfM » * 

^9 ^7 




$30- 
39 a 99 


OOOHOoRtoHO 




$25- 
29a99 


OHOHO^HHOH 




$20- 
24a99 


oohoQhoooo 


OS 


o\ 

1 Ol 

in • 

H OS 


ooo^Qhhoooo 


tn 


$10- 

14 a 99 


00@HMOOOOO 


CO 


m c 


ogoooooooo 


o 


Nothing 


QOMOMOOOOO 


so 


Reported Ability 
to Pay for All 
Children 


Nothing 

Less than $10.00 

$10aOO - $14a99 
$15a00 - $19a99 

$20.00 - $24.99 
$25.00 - $29.99 
$20.00 - $39.99 
$40.00 - $49.99 
$50.00 or more 
Don*t Icnoir 


H 

Id 
0 



two questions. The entries enclosed in boxes represent those per* 
sons who are now paying approximately what they say they are able 
to pay. Ignoring those persona who gave a *'Don't know" response 
on either question, 14 of the 42 users (33%) and 24 of the 45 com- 
parison group respondents (53%) ^te enclosed in boxes, and may thus 
be thought of as paying approximately what they feel they are able 
to pay. All numbers to the left and below the diagonal represent 
persons paying less than they say they are able to pay (50% of the 
users; 29% of the non-users). All numbers to the right and above 
the dlagona?. Indicate persons paying more than they feel they are 
able (17% of the users; 18% of the non-users). In summary, then, 
more users than non^users pay less than they feel they are able, 
while more non-users pay about what they feel they are able. 

In Section 7.1 the reasons non-U' 3rs gave for not using 
the OEO CDC were discussed and cost was one of the reasons fre- 
quently cited. Table 7-14 presents an analysis of the monthly 
cost respondents are presently paying for that child which is in 
day care the largest number of hours versus what they would pay 
monthly for one child at the OEO CDC center.^ Complete data was 
available for 45 non-users on present cost and family income 
(needed to determine cost that would be paid at the OEO CDC) . 
For each respondent, the cost was based on a child in full*time day 
care; one child was in day care 30-39 hours a week, the rest 
for 40 hours or more. 

Of the 45 persons included in the analysis, five (11%) 
are paying now approximately what they would pay at the OEO CDC. 
These 5 are enclosed in boxes in Table 7-14. All persons shown 



T 

Respondents reported cost data in weekly figures. These costs 

were multiplied by 4.3 for purposes of con^aring them to the 

OEO CDC monthly fee schedule. 
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to the -right and above the diagonal formed by the boxes would 
pay more at ^e CDC than they do now — 24 of the 45, or 53%. 
All persons to the left and below the diagonal pay more now than 
they would at the CDC — 16 out of 45 or 36%. This includes 
several paying considerably more than they would pay at the CDC. 
For example, of the eight persons currently paying more than $130 
a month, the range of current monthly costs is from $134.37 to 
well over $400 a month, with 4 of the 8 paying more than $500 a 
month. Six of these eight persons have informal at home 
arrangements. One has a formal arrangement and one an informal 
eut-of<»home arrangement. 

Of the twenty- four persons who pay less now than they 
would at the OEO CDC, it should be noted that 6 of them have 
current day care arrangements which'have no cost associated with 
them. Sixteen of the twenty-four persons who pay less now than 
they would at OEO CDC fall in the two highest income categories 
on the OEO fee schedule — ten of them fall in the range from 
$17,500 - $20,000 (fee of $121.33) and six in the over $20,000 
range (fee of $130,00) . 

Returning for a moment to the analysis of reasons for 
not using the center given in Section 7.1, 14 of the 48 respon- 
dents in Comparison Group II cited '•too expensive" as a primary 
reason for not using the CDC, Data on current costs and income 
are available for 12 of these. Table 7-15 shows a comparison of 
their current costs to the charges they would pay at the center, 
by income level. 

Two of the twelve pay more for their current arrangements 
than they would pay at the OEO CDC for one child. Both of these 
respondents have 3 preschool children and may find it less expen- 
sive to arrange day care for all three children elsewhere. An- 
other explanation may be that their response should be interpreted 
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Table 7-15. Current monthly costs for one child in full-time day 

care vs. hypothetical cost at OEO CDC for 12 non-users 

citing cost as reason for not using center, by income 
level 



Income Level 


Nmnber of 
Respondents 


Would Pay 
at OEO 


Paying Now 


Under $8,500 


2 


$47.66 


$43.00, $75.25 


$8,500 - $10,499 


1 


$60.66 


$51.60 


$10,500 - $14,999 


1 


$91.00 


$51.60 


$15,000 - $19,999 


4 


$112.50 - $121.33 


Nothing ; 
$55.90; $64.50 
and $86.00 


Over $20,000 


4 


$130.00 


$73.10; $77.40; 
$107.50; and 
$180.60 



to mean that the center is too expensive cc»tipared to other more 
convenient kinds of day care. 

Of the other 10, one currently pays nothing and the 
remaining nine show payments ranging from about 40% to 90% of the 
amount they would be charged at the OEO CDC. 

Eighty- three percent of the respondents finding CDC ''too 
expensive" pay an average of 61% of the CDC fees. In general, it 
would £^pear that respondents in the lower income levels tend to 
pay a proportionately higher percentage of the CDC fee than do 
those in the upper incbme levels. 

Another way of looking at the issue of respondents* 
attitudes toward day care costs is to examine the amount people 
report they are able to pay as a percentage of their income* To 
do this, respondents %#ere grouped by income category, the amount 
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Mdh said she was able to pay weekly for all tdilldren (Q«13, OBO 
queetlonnalre) was annualized (multiplied by 52) and this was 
divided by the reported family income.^ The average of these per- 
centages for eadi income group is shown in Table 7-16 • Overall, 
users and non^users say they are able to pay about 111 and 101 of 
their income, respectively, for day care. There is a tendency for 
the percent of income persons say they are able to pay to decrease 
with increased income* However, this is largely caused by the 
difference between the lowest income group ($4,000 - $8,599), who 
are willing to pay 14% - 151, and th^ other three groups coinbined* 
In other words, the differential is not noticeable across the 
full-range of income but only when conparing the lowest incon^ 
group to all others. ^ 



Actually we did not have exact incme data, since Question s 
of the Statistical Section of the OEO questionnaire required 
respondents to indicate a range 6f income. For puiqposes of 
the analyk 's described here, the midpoint of the range was taken. 
For the category "$20,000 or more," the "midpoint" was arbi- 
trarily set at $30,000. It should be noted that three persons 
in Comparison Group II gave responses of over $100 as their 
ability to pay. However, the card format allowed for only 
amounts up to $99 .991 in this analysis, these three persons 
were treated as having reported $100 as their ability to pay. 
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Table 7'1€ Average amount respondents say they are able to pay annually 
for day care for all children, by incoae level. 



1 


DSKRS 


CONPARISCm GROUP II 


Incons 




1 t of 
Incoine 


NuBkber of 
icesponaents 


t of 

Incona 


$4,000-5,499 


I 


B.3% 






$5,500-6,999 


6 




2 


17.4% 


$7,000-8,499 


8 


16«6t 


8 


14.0% 


Subtotal : 
np 4^ SB. 499 


15 




10 


14. 7» 


$8,500-10,499 


12 


9.6t 


4 


12.3% 


$10,500-11,^9 


3 


10. 8t 


1 


0.0% 


Subtotal 

$8, 500-11, 9>9k 


15 


9.9% 




9.8% 


$12,000-14,999 


5 


12. 4t 


2 


8.6% 


$15,000-17,499 


2 


4.8t 


4 


9.2% 


$17,500-19,999 


1 


8.3t 


11 


6.4% 


Subtotal : 
$12,000-19,999 


_8 


10. Ot 


17 


7.3% 


$20,000 or Bore 


4 


4.6t 


12 


9.4% 


Subtotal : 
$20,000 or nore 


4 


4.6% 


12 


9.4% 


TOTAL* 


42 


11.0% 


44 


9.9% 



*One user and four non-users had incomplete data 
on incane and/or reported ability to pay* 
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8. TRAPE-OFFS AHCXIG THE KEY FACTORS 

In the last chapter, the responses to a number of ques- 
tions concerning lAiat respondents report to be important in making 
day care arrangements were analyzed. In addition to the questions 
in which respmdents were asked to rate the importance of various 
factors, there %iere a few questions in the interview which attracted 
to "pit" one factor against another by asking respondents to indi- 
cate the tradeoffs of the first factor vs. the second. 

In this chapter, we discuss the responses to these 
"trade-off" questions and try to relate th^ %rtierever possible 
to the results of Chapter 7. 

8.1 Reported Importance of Formal Program vs. Cost vs. 

Closeness to HOTte or Itork 

Questions 17A, B and C of the OEO questionnaire required 
respondents to choose between cost and closeness to home or %fork; 
between formal program and closeness to home or work; and between 
formal program and cost as being more in^rtant in choosing an 
ideal child care arrangement. Table 8-1 shows the results of 
this question for users and Ccmparison Group II. 

There are six logical patterns of response to these three 
questions. For example, if a respondent says In 17A that cost is 
more important than closeness and in 17B that closeness is more 
inqportant than formal program, then logically he cannot choose 
formal program over cost in 17C. Table 8-1 lists each of the 6 
logical patterns of response plus a category for respondents who 
did not respond to one or more of the items and a category for 
persons who gave inconsistent or illogical response defined 
above. 
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Tabxe Relative in^rtance of cost vs. forsal program ve« 

closeness in choosing ideal child care arrangement 



Pattern of Choice 


Users 


COBqparison 

GroilD H 


Number of respondents 


43 


48 


Cost > Formal Program > Closeness 
Cost > Closeness > Formal Program 






Formal Program > Closeness > Cost 
Formal Program > Cost > Closeness 






Closeness > Formal Program > Cost 
Closeness >«Cost > Formal Program 


o°!> »» 




One or more no response 
Inconsistent pattern of resp<mse 






Total 


loot 100% 


loot loot 



In the second and fourth columns of Table 8*1, the 6 
patterns have been combined into 3 based on the single most 
in^rtant factor. Thus, the first entry in the second column 
indicates that 12% of the users picked one of the two patterns 
in %diich cost was the most is^rtant. 

Seventy-seven percent (77%) of the users responded 
using one of the two patterns in which formal program was most 
in^rtant. Within this group, they were about evenly split on 
cost and closeness to hOTie or work as second choice. Sixty-nine 
(69%) of the coaqparison group chose one of the two patterns in 
%diich .formal program was most important. Within this group, 

f considerably more chose closeness (42%) than cost (27%) as second 

I most important. 

f 

k 
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Twelve percent d(12%) of the. users and 15% of the 
comparison group chose one of the patterns in ^ich cost was most 
is^rtant. None of the users and only 2 of the nonusers chose a 
pattern with closeness to home or work in first place. 

These findings are fairly consistent with those reported 
in Table 7-11, %rtiich shows idiat factors respondents selected as 
most important from a list of eight factors in Q.18. Formal pro- 
gram was picked most frequently by both users and Cosparison Group 
I members (60t and 46t, respectively). For users, cost was the 
second most frequently chofien factor (16%) . However, two users 
named distance from hone ^ work as most important in Q.18 whereas 
none of them selected closeness over cost and formal program in 
Q.17. 

In Table 7-11 cost of care is the third most important 
factor (13%) for Conparison Group I. (Their second choice had 
to do with having only one arrangraent for all children.) Dis- 
tance from home or work was most in^rtant to only 8% of Capari- 
son Group I. 

A further note on the issue of closeMss to home or 
work — Q.41 of the OEO questionnaire asked both users and non- 
users if they i^ould prefer the OEO CDC to be located elseiAere. 
Sixty-three percent (63%) of the users and fifty-two percent 
(52%) of Comparison Group I said tl^y liked the present location. 

About equal proportions of both groups — 21% of the 
users, 22% of Conqparison Group I — said they would prefer it 
closer to hone. Sixteen percent (16%) of the users and 19% of 
CcM^arison Group I said they would prefer it in some location 
other than near home. Seven percent (7%) of Comparison Group 
I respondents had no opinion on its location. 
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B.2 Reported Importance vs^ Actual Behavior 

Using response patterns to Questions 17A, B and C, 
cofliparisons were vide of the factors respondents say are important 
vs* certain of their behaviors in making day care arrangements. 
Throughout this section, where nonuser data are reported, it 
pertains to the arrangement used for the greatest number of hours 
for the child in day care the greatest number of hours. 

Two persons in Cooparison Group II named closeness to 
home or work as the most inqportant factor in arranging day care. 
Looking at their primary day care arrangement, one has an at-home 
arrangement and the otiier has an arrangement that the child walks 
to« 

Twenty persons in Contparison Group II gave closeness as 
the second most important factor* Four (4) of these use at-hcxiie 
arrangements* Three (3) have arrangements to irtiich their children 
walk, while six (6) others have arrangements %diich take less than 
10 minutes to reach* Of the remaining seven (7) , four have arrange 
^ments taking 11-20 minutes, one (1) falls in the category 21-30 
minutes and two travel more than 30 minutes* 

Respondents were asked how much extra they would be 
willing to pay each we^ to have the arrangemenc they were using 
within walking distance of home* Looking first at Comparison 
Group II, the one person irtio rated closeness most important 
indicated a willingness to pay $2-3 more per week to have the 
arrangement with walking distance* 




Of the 13 non-users and 18 users who rated closeness 
second f the responses were as follows: 



Persons Rating Closeness Second*: 
Extra Amount Willing to Pay Weekly 
to Have Current Arrangement Within 
Walking Distance 

Nothing more 
<$2 or more 
$2-$3 more 
$4-$5 more 
$6-$7 more 

More than $16 more 
No respcn&c 
Total 





Comparison 


Users 


Group II 


9 


10 


0 


0 


2 


0 


2 


1 


1 


1 


1 


1 


1 


0 


2 


0 


17 


TI 



The overwhelming majority of nonusers rating closeness 
second in importance would pay nothing more to Have the arrangement 
within walking distance, nAiile about one-half the users rating 
closeness second would pay at least something. Considering that 
all of the 13 persons shown in ttiB right-hand column above rated 
cost third, after closeness, it is surprising that 10 of them are 
not willing to pay even a small amount more to have an arrangement 
within walking distance. 

Questions 20 and 37 of the Preschool Questionnaire per- 
tained to the amount of educational activity in the child care 
arrangement. Thirty-three persons in Comparison Group II gave 
responses indicating that formal program was more important to 
them than the other two factors. Of these, about half (16) 
answered yes to Q.20 or 37, indicating their arrangement pro- 
vided educational activity. Of the remaining 17, six (6) use 
at-home arrangements and were not questionned on this matter 

eleven (11) report no educational activities. The records 
for the six who use at-home arrangements were examined to deter- 
mine if they were using any kind of secondary arrangement involving 
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a formal program # but none of the six reported a secondary arrange- 
ment for their preschool child. 

Respondents ^o used out of home arrangements which had 
no educational coiq>onent were asked how much more they would be 
willing to pay to have educational activities (see Q.22 and 39 of 
the Preschool Questionnaire) . Looking at the eleven (11) persons 
%^o rated formal program as most important but reported no edu- 
cational activity, their responses were as follows: 



Extra Amount Hilling to Pay Weekly Humber of 

to Obtain Educational Program Respondents 



Nothing more 5 
$l-$3 more 2 

iizl^JSSES . ^ 1 



More than*$16 2 
No response 1 
Total IT 



Thus, about half of the persons reporting formal pro- 
gram as most important and as currently lacking in their arrange* 
ments are not willing to pay anything more to obtain educational 
features, and about 70% are willing to pay less than $4.00. The 
distribution of responses shows a pile-up at the bottom with two 
''outliers** in the "more than $16.00" category. This pattern (most 
respondents mentioning small amounts but a few respondents giving 
large amounts) was observed in the response pattern to every ques- 
tion in the interview %diich inquired how much more or less respon- 
dents would pay for various features* It is assumed that these 
few "outliers** resulted ^Aien respondents indicated how much they 
would be willing to pay in total rather than additionally ♦ 

Respondents whose arrangements included an educational 
conq^nent were asked how much less they would expect to pay if 
there were no educational activities (see Questions 21 and 38 of 
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the Preschool Questionnaire) . There were 33 users and 15 non- 
users ^o were asked Q.21 or 38 and ^o felt that fonnal program 
was the most inqportant factor of the three. The results for 
these persons were as follows t 



Amount Expect to Pay 
Less Each Week if No 
Educational Component 

Nothing less 
Up to $5 less 
$6-$ll 
$12-$ 15 
No « response 
Total 



Users 

9 
9 
9 
2 
4 
3T 



Comparison 
Group II 

3 
4 
5 
3 
0 
IT 



Jlbout one-fourth of the users and one-fifth of the 
nonusers placing formal program first indicate they would not 
expect to pay less if there was no educational coii5>onent in their 
day care arrangement. While the user group reported proportion- 
ately smaller dollar amounts r it should be remembered that they 
pay SOTkBwhat lower rates to begin with. 



Five users and seven persons in Conqparison Group II 
reported that cost was the roost important factor to them. The 
actual weekly costs paid by these people for one child are as 
follows : 



Current 

Weekly Costs Comparison 

For One Child Users Group II 

Nothing 0 2 

Up to $5. 0 0 

$6-$10 2 2 

$11-$ 15 1 0 

$16*$20 0 3 

More than $20 2 0 

Total F 7 
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Although the numbers are small It appears that about 
half th^^ persons Mttio are concerned about cost have managed to 
arrange fairly inexpensive day care, while the others are paying 
costs which seem about average. 

Six of the members of Comparison Group II who indicated 
that cost was the most important factor for them used out*of-home 
arrangements. Questions 16A and 33A of the Preschool Questionnaire 
asked respondents using out-of-home arrangements how far they would 
be willing to go if the arrangement were free. The responses for 
these six persons were as follows: 



Distance Hilling to Travel to Number of 

Obtain Free Day Care Respondents 



<5 minutes 0 

5-10 minutes 1 

11*15 minutes 3 

16-20 minutes 0 

More than 20 minutes 2 

Total S" 



All 6 of these respondents rated formal program second 
and closeness third. Yet only 2 of them are willing to travel 
more than 15 minutes to get free day care. 

Five users also showed a pattern of response indicating 
cost to be the most important factor. Four of them indicated 
a willingness to travel more th£m 20 minutes if the €u:reuigement 
were free, vAxile one responded in the 11-15 minute range. 

In summary, then, if one examines respondents' actual 
behavior in setting up day care, and the amounts respondents say 
they are willing to pay to obtain various features in their day 
care arrangements, one finds that these do not always correspond 
to attitudinal behavior (i.e., abstract judgments concerning rela- 
tive importance of various aspects of day care) . About half of 
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the re«pondentfi who say formal' education is the most important 
feature in day care do not use day care with any educational 
component. A small group of respondents naming cost as the 
most important factor to them were asked how far they would be 
willing to travel to obtain free day care and most of them are 
not willing to travel very far at all. Of thirteen respondents 
who rated closenek^s second in importance and cost third r ten 
are not willing to pay anything more to have an arrangement within 
vniking distance. These ax»d other inconsistencies would lead one 
to be cautious in attempting to predict behavior from attitudinal 
data concerning what factors are important to parents in making 
day care arrangements. 

8.3 Cost vs. Distance 

In addition to the comparison of reported importance 
of cost and distance discussed in the last section, the actual 
cost paid for day care was compared to the distance actually 
travelled. For users r the weekly cost and distance were taken 
from the record of the youngest child in the center. For Com- 
parison Group II r the data were taken from the record for the 
child spending the greatest ntamber of hours in day care. In 
both cases f the distance data was taken from the question, "How 
much time does it take (Name) to get there?- <Q.14 and 31 
of t^ie Ptejchool Questionnaire). Persons who had indicated that 
their children walked to the arrangement (Q.IO and Q.27 of the 
Preschool Questionnaire) are also -hown in the results, as are 
those using at-home arrangements. 

Table 8-2 presents the analysis of cost vs. distance. 
There appears to be ' *noderate tendency for those paying lower 
fees to travel furtUer than those in the highest fee category. 
Thic may be partly an artifact of the location of the center in 
Northwes^. Washington, D. C. 
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1 



ERIC 



For non-users, the data are very scattered. The greatest 
range on cost is found for those using in-home care. Most of the 
people paying more than $25 a week have day care located close to 
home# but so do half the people paying less than $15 a week, 
incltiding those paying nothing. 
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9. A COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OP THE OEO 
CARE DEVELOPMENT CENTER WITH THE HEW AND DOL CENTERS 
AND DAY CARE CENTERS SAMPLED NATIONALLY 



Several recent studies provide a basis for comparison of 
our findings with those of others. Included in this cateaory are 
the national day care survey conducted for OEO in 1970, the 
Massachusetts Early Education Project of 1972, ^and the evaluations 
of DOL and HEW/SRS- sponsored day care centers. 

Since each study has a somewhat different form as well 
as varying methods and scales for reporting data, little statis- 
tical detail is possible, and most of the comparisons must be 
general in nature. 



9.1 Characteristics of Day Care Centers 

The national study of day care centers divides day care 
facilities into three categories, as shown in Table 9-1. 



^ Dav Care Survey . 1970 , Evaluation Division, Office of Economic 
Opportunity, April, i971. 

Child Ca re in Massachusetts, The Public R esponsibility, a stud 
for the Massachusetts Advisory Counc il on saucation, February 
1972. 

Final Report on DOL Day Care Center, December 1971. 

Evaluation of the HEW Day Care Center , Thiokol Chemical 
Corporation, September 1972. 



9-1 



Table 9-1. Categories of Day Care Facilities, National Sample 



Category 


Percent 


A. 


Custodial Day Care 


26. 3t 


B. 


Educational Day Care 


48.4% 


C. 


Developmental Day Care 


25.3% 


Total 


100.0% 



Approximately 61% of all centers are proprietary, and 
these centers generally derive about 99% of their support frcm 
parent fees. 

As shown in Table 9-2, Type C centers tend to be larger, 
to serve more minority children, and to be operated more often by 
a nonproprietary organisation than Type A and B centers. 

Although all three of the government- sponsored centers 
fall into the developmental day care category of the national 
sanple and are thus to be compared with Type C centers, they vary 
from normal patterns bi being both proprietary and subsidized. 
All three also show appreciably larger percentages of minority 
group children than the national sanqple of Category C centers. 
It should be noted, however, that the OEO Center shows a far 
better racial balance than do HEW or DOL. The DOL evaluation in 
particular notes some concern for the effects of the racial im- 
balance of its enrollment, stressing the need for positive measures 
to establish a better racial mixture. 
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9.2 Characteristica of Parents 



As seen in Table 9-3 , Category C centers show more one- 
parent households than do A and B centers. The ratio of one*^ to 
two-parent families is considerably greater for the HEW Center 
than for the Category C national sample. The OEO Center ratio is 
double that of the Category c centers, as well as considerably 
higher than the ratio of the HEW Center. No comparable data is 
available for the DOL Center. 



9.2.1 Family Incomes 

Data on family incomes have been gathered on different 
scales, and furthermore, because of differences in time of data 
collection during an inflationary period, do not permit accurate 
coiq>ari8on8 . It would appear, however, that total family income 
of 0^0 Center users may be some^at higher than that of the other 
government-sponsored Center users. 

9.2.2 Education of Parents 

Data on education, while not available for the national 
sample, may be compared with users of the HEW Center (Table 9-4)* 

The level of education of OEO Center users is consider^ 
ably higher than that of HEW Center users, with 65 percent of OEO 
versus only 34 percent of HEW Center users having at least some 
college. This probably explains, at least in, part, the higher 
income levels of the OEO Center users. 
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Table 9-4. Comparison of Respondent Education, OEO Center and 
HEW Center 



Education Level Completed 


OEO Center Users 


HSW Center Users 


High school incon^lete 


2% 


4% 


High school graduate 


33% 


62% 


Some college 


44% 


26% 


College graduate 


9% 


8% 


Graduate or professional 
school 


12% 





9*3 Satisfaction fwith Day Care Centers; OEO Center vs. HEW 

and POL Center^^ 

Users at all three of the federal centers appears to be 
generally satisfied with their day care arrangements, although 
BonDB dissatisfaction is expressed with particular local conditions. 
Almost all users of the OEO and DOL Centers noted that their chil- 
dren tend to be happy at their centers. 

HEW Center parents are most satisfied with the conveni- 
ence of their arrangement, which was attributed primarily to 
reduced transportation problems. On the other hand, DOL Center 
users find transportation one of their bigger problems. The DOL 
users greatest area of satisfaction was tlie fact that their chil- 
dren were well-cared for, usually at a lower cost than similar 
facilities. They also appreciate the additional services, such 
as health and educational programs, available there. HEW center 
parents are also impressed with the educational benefits of their 
center program, although it was easily mentioned as a selection 
criterion. 



OEO Center parents rate the formal education program as 
the most loqportant factor in their child care arrangements and 
their source of greatest satisfaction. 



9.4 Factors of Importance in Choosing Child Care Arrange- 

^ ments: Government-Sponsored Centers and Massachusetts 
Parents 



In comparing the Massachusetts child care study to the 
evaluations of the three government-sponsored centers, it must be 
remembered that the Massachusetts study involves a san^le of the 
general population of parents in Massachusetts whereas the evalua- 
tion studies involve special purpose samples. In other words, we 
are conq^aring two different types of sanqples dra%m frc»n t%io 
different geographic locations. 

In general, Massachusetts, parents want child care that 

• Free, or inexpensive, relative to their budget; 

• near their homes, especially if they have several 
children; 

• at the right hours for the right length of time; and 

• of the "right" kind, with respect to sponsorship, 
facilities, program, personnel.^ 



Forty-seven percent of Massachusetts families with 
young children mention "close to home" as one of the three most 
Important factors in a child care arrangement. Given the choice 



Child Care in Massachusetts, The Public Responsibility , ibid. 
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of ideal child care located next door at $15 per week, or free 
but located one-half hour away, 58% chose "next door at $15." 
In addition, 28% of those who chose "free and one-half hour away** 
believe that generally , closeness is more important than cost in 
selecting child care. 

Convenience to work was the primary selection factor for 
HEW Center users, but cost was the first consideration for users 
at the DOL Center. Location of the center and traiiSi'Crtation to 
it were the most frequently mentioned reasons for not using the 
DOL Center, accounting for slightly over half the responses to 
this question by eligible DOL non-users. Cost was the next most 
frequently mentioned reason for non-use (16%) . 

A formal educational program was given top importance 
by most OEO Center users, followed by cost of care. Of those 
users selecting cost as the most inportant factor, all were willing 
to travel at least 15 minutes for free care and four-fifths were 
willing to travel more than 20 minutes for free care. Closeness 
was not rated first by any OEO user, although 4% of the non-users 
of Comparison Group I called it the most important factor. 



9.4.1 Fee Schedules; HEW and DOL Centers vs. OEO Center 

At both DOL emd OEO, cost as a deterrent appears to be 
more importamt in the upper income and grade levels. All three 
of the federal centers discussed here operate on a fee scale based 
on total family income. HEW and DOL utilize the same scale, 
ranging from an annual fee of $52 (for incomes from $1,000 - 
$4,000) to $1,560 (for incomes above $17,000). OEO Center fees 
range from $208 (for incomes of $4,000 - $5,499) to the same high 
of $1,560 (for incomes above $20,000). A comparison of fee 
schedules is shown in Table 9-5. 
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Table 9-5. Fee Schedules: Comparing HEW-DOL Center Fees with 
OEO center 





Annual Fee 


Total Family 
Income 


HEW and DOL 


OEO 






$ 208 

y A V w 










O Afi 




6C CAA _ 6|; AAA 


O Afi 




6i; AAA — <7 nnn 




364 




oo% 




<fi 000 — <fi ROO 


416 


572 


$8,500 - $9,000 


416 


728 


$9,000 - $10,000 


468 


728 


$10,000 - $10,500 


572 


728 


$10,500 - $11,000 


572 


936 


$11,000 - $12,000 


676 


9jo 


$12,000 - $15,000 


936 


1,092 


$15,000 - $17,000 


1,216 


1,350 


$17,000 - $17,500 


1,560 


1,350 


$17,500 - $20,000 


1,560 


1,456 


Over $20,000 


1,560 


1,560 



As may be noted, the OEO schedule shows higher fees 
up to an income of $17,000, where they are further scaled up to 
the maximum rate at incomes above $20,000. HEW and DOL charge 
the maxim\am fee for all incomes above $17,000* 



In the DOL evaluation report of December 1971,^ a re- 
duction of fees for all incomes above $8,000 was proposed, with 
the maximum fee lowered to $1,040, in an attenqpt to make the DOL 
Center's fee scale more con^titive with other centers in the 
area. 



^ Final Report on DOL Day Care Center, op, cit. 
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APPENDIX A 
SAMPLE DESIGN 



The primary purpose of the sample design was to develop 
a sample of OEO employees \rtio do not use the OEO Child Development 
Center. This sample provided a comparison groui> or control 
against which to contrast the employees using the OEO Child 
Development Center. All of this latter group. Center users, were 
included -for interviewing. The purpose of this appendix is to 
describe in detail the sampling procedures used to select the 
compeurison group of non-users. 

In February, 1972, OEO condxicted a census of all 
employees located in Washington, D. C, to collect certain basic 
data on the potential use of a day care center. Questionnaires 
were sent to approximately 1,100 employees resulting in 728 usable 
responses. The respondents were classified into groups useful in 
conside -ing the ootential demand for day care. Results of this 
OEO census are shown in Table A-1 . ^un.bers in this tabl . ^lif f er 
slightly from figures provided originally by OEO, but were based 
on Westat's classification of €he respondents to the OEO census. 

The sample design for the Westat survey of OEO employees 
not using the Center was developed to draw representative samples 
from each of the six cells classifying parents shown in Table A-1. 
In addition, a sample of the nourespondents to the OEO census wal^ 
selected to supplement the original respondents. The original 328 
nonrespondents , incl^ded 201 male employees and 127 females. 
Between February"and June 80 new employees joined OEO and were 
added to the list of nonrespondents raising the total to 408 
employees. The 80 new employees consisted of 29 males and 51 
females. Because the primary purpose of this «ampie^-wa» to screen 
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Table A*l. Results of OEO Census-February, 1972 



Parent Category 


Spouse At 
Home 


No Spouse 
At Home 


Total 


Preschool only 


26 


43 


69 


School-age only 


44 


50 


94 


Both ages 


35 


31 


66 


No children under 15 years 






503 


Total usable respondents 






732 


Nonresponden ts ^ 






328 


Total OEO employees 






1,060 



Includes some unusable responses. 



previous nonrespondents and new employees as potential users of 
day care# it was decided to overffainple females. A systematic 
sample of 73 females was selected from the list of 178 and a sample 
of 37 males was drawn systematically from the list of 230 males. 
The 110 employees were screened by telephone in order to classify 
them into the parent categories as potential respondents. The 
results of the screening interviews are given in Table A- 2. 

' _ 

The 17 ^ployees with no spouse at home shown in Table A*2 
were selected for interviewing. The remaining 11 individuals who 
responded to the screening were added to the list of respondents to 
the earlier OEO census. Users of the OEO Center were identified 
and removed from the lists to be included for interviewing with 
certainty. The resulting sampling frame for selection of non-users 
is shown in Table A-3. 



Table A-2. Results of Westat screening interviews 



Parent Category 


Spouse At 
Home 


No Spouse 
At Home 


Total 


Preschool only 


2 




9 


School-age only 


3 


10 


13 


Both ages 


6 


0 


6 


No children under 13 years 






65 


Nonrespon dents 






17 


Total 






110 



Includes two users. 

I 



Table A-3. Non-user sampling frame 



Parent Category 


Spouse At 
Hone 


No Spouse 
At Home 


Total 


Preschool only 


28 


38 


66 


School-age only 


47 


60 


107 


Both ages 


40 


28 


68 


Total 






241 



All 23 OEO Center users and 24 users from other agencies 
i*ere included for interviewing. For the non-users shown in 
Table it was decided to exclude those employees with school- 

age only children and a spouse at home and include all en^loyees 
with preschool only/no spouse at home and with both ages/no spouse 
at home. From the three remaining cells in Table A-3, randOTi 
samples were draim as follows: 

18 of 28 preschool orily/spouse at home 

43 of 60 school-age only/no spouse at home 

27 of 40 both ages/spouse at home. 

Table A-4 shows the non-user sample. 



Table A-4. Non-user sample 



Parent Category 


Spouse At 
Borne 


No Spouse 
At Home 




Preschool only 


18 


• 

38 


56 


School- age only 


0 


43 


43 


Both ages 


27 


28 


55 


Total 






154 



After the interviews were con^leted a number of 
individuals were reclassified into different cells. This was due 
to changes in children's ages as well as scne changes in employers. 
By the time interviews were commenced there were a total of 43 
Center users, 22 OEO employees and 21 en^loyees of other agencies. 
Interviews were c«iq?leted with all Center users. Hence, the 
response rate was 100% for Center users. Prom the 154 potential 
non-user respondents, interviews were completed with 137 for a 



response rate of 89%. Combining users and non-users # a total of 
180 interviews were obtained out of a potential of 201 interviews. 
Nine of the 21 nonrespondents had terminated or transferred to 
another Federal agency and four others wer*^ not eligible. The 
remaining 8 represented valid nonrespondents yielding a response 
rate of about 96% (180/188). 

The primary focus within the non-user group was on 

persons using day care for preschool children. Fifty-four (54) 

persons vere identified in the analysis who use full-time day 

care for at least one preschool child; these persons were used 
« 

as Con^arison Group I in the analysis. Because all OEO CDC 
users fere interviewed but only a sample of persons using other 
types of day care were intervi^ed there is some interest in 
knowing how many people the 54 persons in Con^iarison Group I 
represent. 

The original OEO surv^ conducted in February. 1<>72 
indicated that about 10% of the OEO employees at that time had at 
least one preschool child and no spouse at home. Assuming non- 
respondents to be similar to respondents on this characteristic , 
it was estimated that 107 out of the total OEO eii?>loyees would 
have fallen into these two categories.^ We Icnow that 21 of these 
p-^rsons are \isers of the OEO CDC (1 user was classified as having 
a spouse at home). Therefore, our best estimate is that 85 per- 
sons would have been classified as having preschool children and 
no spouse at home^ if coiQ>lete data were available. 

From Table A-4 it can be seen that 66 persons were 
classified as having preschool children and no spouse at home (38 



The results of our telephone screening lend justification to 
the assunqption made here. 



with only preschool children; 28 with children of both ages) . 
These 66 laight be thought of as representing the total of about 
85 persons described above. 

Assuming that for every 66 persons classified in the 
two cells of interest, about 54 persons using full-time care for 
at least one preschool would be foiind, one could estimate that 
(54/66) X 85 = 70 OEO employees in all use some type of day care 
full-time (other than OEO CDC) for at least one preschool child. 
Therefore, the 54 persons in Comparison Group I might be thought 
of as representing 70 persons who would have fallen in this group 
if a con^Xete census of OEO had been taken. 

It should be noted that persons who are classified as 
having preschool children and no spouse at home do not auto- 
matically fall' into the ccn^rison group. Some respondents had 
spouses working part-time and used some type of day care arrange- 
ment vdiile the spouse worked, but did not meet the requirement 
of using day care for 30 hours or more a week which was required 
for Comparison Group I members. Thus, the 22 OEO-employed users 
plus the estimated 70 persons using full-time (30 hours or more 
a week) day care do not add up to the 107 persons estimated to 
be the universe of need in Chapter 4. 
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SURVEY METHODOLOGY 



Data collection for this study took place in July, 1972 
and consisted of telephone screening and personal interviews. The 
sample for personal interviews included both users and non-users 
of the OEO center. The names of the non-users were drawn from a 
list of OEO employees who had responded to an earlier questionnaire 
in a survey conducted by OEO in January of 1972. Nonrespondents 
to the earlier questionnaire and new employees since the time of 
that survey were sampled for telephone screening to determine 
eUgibility for personal interviews. In addition to these non- 
users, all users of the OEO Center were included in the sample for 
personal interviews. Center users included OEO employees (OEO 
users) and employees of other federal agencies who were using the 
OEO Center (non-OEO users) . 



'B.l Telephone Screening 

AE^oximately 100 employees were contacted by telephone 
to determine eligibility for the study. Telephone interviews were 
conducted by a Westat interviewer. The screening instrument con- 
sisted of several questions to determine the ages of the children 
of employees and the type of child care used for children under 
13 years of age. Employees found eligible using this screening 
procedure were added to the list from which the sample for subse- 
quent personal interviews was drawn. 
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B.2 Personal Interviews 

i 

Personal Intervlews^ere conducted during the last two 
weeks of the month of July. Five of Westat*s interviewers worked 
full-time during this t%^ week period to complete the on-the-job 
interviews of OEO employees and oth^r center users. 



^•^•l Preparation of Interviewer Materials 

Project staff reviewed the questionnaire which was pro- 
vided by OEO for the study and made seme suggestions for revision. 
Since the study schedule was tight, no pretesting was conducted 
and no extensive revisions were made. 



The list of employees to be interviewed was prepared 
and included such locating information as the name of the employee, 
the administrative office where the eiq>loyee worked, the office 
telephone number, and the location of the office in the downtown 
area. Infoinnation available concerning the ages of the children 
of these enqployees and the type of child care used was also added 
to this list. This latter information was necessary for scheduling 
the interviews since interview length was expected to vary according 
to v^ether or not an employee had preschool children and whether 
or not the spouse of the employee took care of the preschool chil- 
dren at home. 



B.2. 2 Interviewer Training 



A half-day training session was conducted by project 
staff with five interviewers. The instruxftents were reviewed ques- 
tion by question and a mock interview was conducted. 
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Procedures for locating respondents were discussed. 
Interviewers were Instructed as a general rule not to make tele- 
phone appointments with respondents • in a similar study of HEW 
employees conducted by Westat, It was found that Interviews were 
easier to obtain If no attempt was made to contact the Interviewee 
by telephcme In advance. Interviewers were told to contact the 
en^loyees on the job and to ask for permission of the employee's 
supervisor (If appropriate) to conduct the Interview at that time. 
In addition, prior to the survey, a letter of authorization for 
the Interviews had been sent to the heads of each of the major 
departments within OE. A list of employees to be interviewed ^ 
from each office was attached to the letter of authorization. 

B.2.3 Interviewer Assignment and Field Supervision 

Hestat was provided with an office in the Brown Building 
irtiich was centrally located for coordinating field efforts. The 
office was used by Westat *s field supervisor to keep close* contact 
with the interviewers during the two week field period. Inter- 
viewers checked in with Hestat *8 supervisor in the mornings and 
dropped off completed questionnaires in the evenings. The super-* 
visor was also available during the day to assist the interviewers 
in locating respondents or with any other difficulties they 
encountered. 

Interviewers were assigned raplpyees who were clustered 
as much as possible in the various OEO buildings to minimize time 
spent traveling between ^interviews. One interviewer was assigned 
all of the non-*OE0 Center users in the sample %dio were scattered 
throughout several government buildings in the downtown area* 



B.2.4 Data Handling 

B.2.4.1 Problems of Consistency and Missing Information 

Con^leted interviews were edited by professional project 
staff imnediately and results fed back to the interviewers the 
following day. In about half the cases, it was necessary to recon 
tact the respondents by telephone for missing information or to 
clear up inconsistencies in responses. Particular problems with 
inconsistency occurred in items pertaining to costs paid for day 
care. Often the total costs reported for day c«u:e expenses in the 
OEO questionnaire could not be reconstructed from the individual 
costs given in the preschool anc^ school childr^ sections. One 
source of the difficulty in obtaining consistent responses to cost 
questions and questions regarding present day arrang^ents was 
that scHiie respondents had chi^ldren in special arrangements for the 
summer. The school children's section provided for separate ques- 
tions for school-year arrangements and summer arrangements, but 
the preschool section did not. Where parents of preschool child* 
ren gave responses for temporary summer arrangements, they were 
recontacted to obtain information for permanent arrangements. 

B.2.4. 2 Coding and Editing 

The coding procedures for all material contained in the 
questionnaire are available in the documentation provided to the 
Office of Evaluation, OEO. Certain coded material was added to 
the file in addition to the items of the questionnaire. The first 
addition was a group number assigned to each respondent on Card 1^ 
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This number summarized the major classification data for each 
respondent. Each respondent was placed in one of the following 
groups: ' 

a. Non-User*Groups 



b. 



Preschool children only 
School age children only 
preschool and school age 



User Groups 

Preschool only 
Preschool and school age 



Spouse No spouse 
at home at home 



a ll 

^ 12 b 


a 21 
^^"^ 22 b 




a iS 

24 b 


a 15 

16 b 


a 25 

^.^^ 26 b 



a = user of other day care 
center 

b = non-user of day care 
center 



Spouse No spouse 
at home at home 



c 31 

32 d 


c 41 

^"^■^^ 42 d 


c 53 

^^^^ 34 d 


c 43 \^ 
^-"^ 44 d 



c *= OEO enqplpyee 

d « Non-OEO enqployee 



This information was ascertained from the OEO question* 
tionnaire; the age of the child (ren) from questions 2 and 6, the 
use of a day care center (OEO or other) from questions 21 and 26, 



A non-user for this purpose is an OEO aQ((>loyee who does not have 
children enrolled in the OEO Day Care Center. 
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respectively; the question concerning the spouse's status from 
J and K and their place of eiq>lpyiaent from the roster of center 
users. 



Certain information was derived and added to each of 
the three files (one for each questionnaire) . The following in- 
formation was derived and ad4ed to each record in both the pre- 
school file and the school children's file: 

a. the number of preschool children in the family 

b. the number of children from 7-12 on the family 

c. the total number of children frc»n 1-18 

d. the age of this particular child 

€. the position of the child in the family (only 
child; youngest; middle; or oldest) 

f • the Group Number of the parent (as defined above) 

g. for preschool children only: their primary day 
care arrangement (that arrangement in which the 
child spends the greatest number of hours per 
week) • 

As part of the coding pro^s, the following information 
was derived and a4ded to the OEO file: 

a. Age of youngest child 

b. Number pf children under 3 

c. Age of oldest child 

d. Number of children under 10 

At a later date, the information shown in Table B-1 was also added 
to the OEO file. This information consists primarily of refor- 
matted variables derived from other parts of the record in order 
to facilitate some of the special analyses. 
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Due to the size of the data baser editing was done 
manually by visual inspection of card -listings. Each of the three 
files was checked for internal consistency, and to insure that no 
out-of-range codes were used. Also, checks were made across the 
files in some areas, to guarantee agreement on such items as, for 
example, the ntunber and age classification of children in the 
family. 




Table B-1 Itd#sm«cted fields dn Card 8^ 



Card 8 



Col. 21 



Q. 14 (OEO) New Codes 
Code 0 > Nothing/No Cost 



1 


s 


Less than $10 


2 




$10 - $14 


3 




15 - 19 


4 


a 


20 - 24 


5 


»- 


25 - 29 


6 


s 


30 - 34 


7 


3 


35 - 39 


8 


3 


40 - 44 


9 




$45 or more 


+ 


s 


DK/NA 



Col. 22 



Q. 15 (OEO) 

Code 1 = 

2 = 

3 = 

4 = 

5 = 

6 = 

7 = 

+ a 



New Codes 

Less than 20 hour's 
20 - 29 hours 
30 - 34 hours 
35 - 39 hours 
40 - 44 hours 
45 - 49 houra 
50 or more 
DK/NA 



Col. 23, 24, 
25, 26 



Q. 16 (OEO) 

The average of Q. 16 F 

Q 



Code 



0 
1 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
+ 



and Q. 16 P 
and T 
M and U 
B and I 



0^.5 Ave. 
1 - 1. 5 

2- 2.5 

3- 3.5 
4 

4.5-5 
5.5-6 
6.5-7 
DK/NA 
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ft 



Card 8 <cont. ) 



f 

1 

f i 



ERiCf 



CoL 28 .- Q. 17A, Q. 17B, Q. 17C (OEO) 

Cards Col.c33, 3'.. 35 



1 


J, 1. 2 


2 


1. 2, 2 . 


3 = 


2. 1. 1 


4 = 


1, 1, 1 


5 =» 


2. 2, 1 


6 = 


2. 2, 2 


7 


Any other ccxl). of 1 and 2 


+ » 


Any DK/NA 



CoU 51 - Q. 8 (Pre-School) 

Col. 52 - Q. 26D (Pre-School) 

Col. 53 - Q. 43D (Pre-Scl^ol) 

Ne^ codes for above questions 



Code 0 


Notbing/No Cost 


1 


Less than $7 


2 


$ 7 - 9 


3 


10 - 12 


4 


13 - 15 


5 


16-18 


6 


19 - 21 


7 


22 - 24 


8 


25 - 27 


9 


= $28 or more 


+ •■ 


= DK/NA 



Col. 


55 


- Q. 


15 (Pre-School) 


Col. 


56 


- Q. 


21 (Pre-School)i« 


' Col. 


57 


- Q. 


22 (Pre-School) 


Col. 


58 


- Q. 


32 (Pre-School) 


Col. 


59 


- Q. 


38 (Pre-School) 


Col. 


60 


- Q. 


39 (Pre-School) 
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Card 8 (cont« ) 

Kew codes for above questions 



0 


Nothiag/No Cost 


1 


Less than $2 


2 » 


$ 2 - 3 


3 » 


4-5 


4 = 


6-7 


5 = 


8-9 


6 = 


10 - 11 


7 = 


12 - 13 


8 a 


14 - 15 


9 - 


$16 or more 


+ » 


DK/NA 



APPENDIX C 
Interviewing Instruments 

Telephone Screening Form • • • »^ 
Visual Aids for Personal Interviewer 

OEO Questionnaire 

Preschool Children's Section 
Schoolchildren *s Section • « • 



Telephone Screening Form 



Study No. 0200 



Hollo. I'm ' from Wcstat, Inc. We're doing a 

survey in connection with the development of new programs for children of 
OEO employees. I'd like to ask you a few questions. It should take less* than 
five minutes. 



1. I need to know how many children you have living with you who 
are under 13 years of age. Please include your own children 
who live with you as well as any for whom you are a guardian, 
stepparent or foster parent. 



(If none, thank respondent 
and terminate) 

2. Starting with the youngest, what are their ages? (Enter below) 

A. B. 

0 - 6 7-12 



3. (IF ANY IN COLUMN A) Who takes care of your preschool 
children while you are ^t work? (If more than one arrangement, 
who takes care of them most of the time?) 

Spouse 
Other 

4. (IF ANY IN COLUMN B) Who takes care of your school age 
children after school hours, while you are at work? (If more 
than one arrangement, who takes care of them most of the 
time?) 

Spouse 

Other 

Thank you very much. We appreciate your cooperation. It may 
be necessary to contact you again for additional information. May I please 
have your building and room number? 

Name Office Phone 

Building ^ Room Number 
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visual Aids for Personal Interviewer 
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CARD B 



SPOUSE AT HOME 

HALE DAY NURSERY SCHOOIi 

GEO DAY CARE CENTER 

OTHER DAY CARE CENTER 

HEAD ffOaa PROGRAM 

KINDERESARTEN 

FIRST GRADE 

triTH RELATIVE AT YOUR HGHE 
mm REIATIVE AT AMOTHUl BCMB 

vhth non-relativb at your home 

WITH MON-BELATIVB AT AMOIHER BOMB 
OTHER (SPECIFY) 



C A > P C 



MBXT DOOR 
LESS THMI 5 NZMURS 
5-10 NIHDTES 
11-15 MINUTES 
16-20 MINUTES 
NOUS THM 20 MINUnS 
OIHBR (SraciFY) 
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7 

VBRt mPOMiMIT 

6 



5 

4 flONBMlAT OffCHOrar 

3 



2 
1 



HOT AT AIL mPOiaMIT 



CARD B 

A. THE COST or THE CHILD CABS 

B. THE DISTMICE OT THE AIOMIiGQIENT FROH yOI<R HOME 

C. THE DISTMICE OT THE ARRANGEMENT PROM TOOR WORK 

D. BEING ABLE TO HAVE ALL YOUR CHILDREN TOGET H ER 

E. HAVING ONLY ONE ARRANGEMENT SO THAT mVklVLE 
ARRANGEMENTS ARE NOT NECESSARY 

P. THE AVAIIABILITy OF A PCXMAL EDUCATIONAL PROGRAM 

6. BEING IN A HOHB-TYPE ARRANGEMENT MTHBR THAN A CENTER 

N. BEING IN A CENTER-TYPE ARRANGBIBMT RATHER THAN A BONE 

I. OTHER (PLMBB 8PBCXPT) 



i 
i 

I 




CARD 



SKtlSglMD 



WOVE OR LESS SATISFXBD 



MORE OR LESS DISSATISFIED 



1 DZSSATISriBD 
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ERIC 



CARD G 

VERY SATISFIED 
FAIRLY SATISFIED 
MORE SATISFIED THAN DISSATISFIED 
MORE DISSATISFIED THAN SATISFIED 
FAIRLY DISSATISFIED 
VERY DISSATISFIED 

V 
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CARD H 



A. UNDER 21 

B. 21 - 25 

C. 26 - 30 

D. 31 - 35 

E. } 36 - 40 
P. 41 - 45 
G.. OVER 45 



A. OMDER $4,000 

B. $4,000 - 5,499 

C. $5,500 - 6,999 

D. $7,000 - 8,499 
B. $8,500 - 10,499 

F. $10,500 > 11,999 

6. $12,000 - 14,999 • 

H. $15,000 - 17,499 

I. $17,500 > 19,999 
J. $20,000 OR HORB 
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MRANGBIENT IS FREE NOM 
NEXT DOOR 
UBSS THMf 5 MINUTES 
5-10 MINUTES 
11-15 MINUTES 
16-20 MINUTES 
HORB THM 20 MINUTES 

OTHBR (sraciry) 
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* * 



OEO QUESTIONNAIRE 
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I ERIC 



<M QOItTXOnUZIt 



Isllo, Vm . fm VMtAt ftts««rch 

of VMhlngtOR, D.C. V« %tm tfolag • study of tho OCO 
Child DovttopMat Coator and we ort Intonrlowlag (OBO 
•iployoos/OBO Contor utors). M vootd vtry Mich tUco to 
ho¥t jour oplaloot. 



IhU sto^ U bolng condnctod for tho Qffieo of leonottlo 

O^portualty nd tho IttfotMtloa obulatd vltt ho vozy 

hotpful Iti doirolopi^ ncv profr«M for chltdron. 

^1 imfdxMCloa U •crictly coofidtttti«l oad will oaly 

ho lookod At with InfonaAtloa for huadtodo of fOBllioo 

feogotiMr. 



i 
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CKXLD LZITZIIG tICnOM 



X. yirtt, hm Moy chlldrM ( ytart old 
•r walUt 4o you havt llYlas vlth ymit 
nMM iacl«4« only yovr ovn chlUwn 
M cMUrvA for vIiob jou am rtspoMlbU. 




2. Could yoo pIooM toll M tho mm, ago «t Uot birthday, and mx of 

Mdi of your childron 6 yoars old or lw«. totU bogin with tho oldoot. 



COL, IS SBt COL, 14 AGS COL, 1$ / 

OmD llo« l _^ ^^^^ Nolo.v^.l 1 or Im 1 

MM y«Ml«...2 2 2 

3 3 

4 4 

5 S 

6 6 

COL, U SBX CM*, 17 M» COL, 18 

oau> HO. 2 Halo 1 1 or 1om.^.1 

Mmo rffMlo...2 2 .2 

— — 3 3 

4 4 

5 S 

: f » 

COL* 19 Mat COL, 20 AGS COL. 21 

dXID Ito. 3 italo..Tr!I 1 or looo..*l 

MM r«Mlo...3 2 2 

3 3 

- 1:::::::::::; 

6 6 

COL, tt SSX COL. 23 AGE CM*. -24 ^ 

GKZU) Ito. 4 Nolo 1 1 or lofl0...1 

ROM r0MlO...2 2 2 

3.... 3 

4 4 

5 S 

6 6 

COL. 25 SBT OH.. » AGB COi,. 27 

CHILD No. 5 ^ Nolo I 1 or looo...l 

NIM r«Mlo...2 2 2 

3 3 

- 4 4 

— ^-^^^ — 5 5 

6 6 

COL. 28 SBC COL. 29 AGE COL. 30 

CBXXD No. 6 Nolo 1 1 or 1O00...1 

MlM P0M1O...2 2 2 

3 3 

4 4 

S 3 

, 6 6 

COLnr Sc COL. 32 AGi COL. 33 

CSXUk NO. y Nolo 1 1 or 1000...1 

MiM Pon«lo...2 2.... ^2 

3 3 

4 4 

5 S 

6 6 
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omD lib. • 



iUX« 1 



1 or I«M*..l 

2 2 

3 3 

4..^....;. ..4 

5 5 

6 % 

15i COL. 3f 

1 or 

2 2 

3 3 

4 4 

5 5 

4 » 



cot, yt 

OOIA Mo. f 



italo 1 

WmmX: . .2 



3. MOW 



MoWf^ooido ttam thooo ohildron (thlo 
thild) 9 do you hftvo oay ohildron 6 
yooro old or yoiugor not llvino with you? 



4, Xo thlo bocoooo It to too 
dif f ieult to find odo^iato 
day caro orringnnf 7 



TB8— MT cm 



COL. 40 nxf to 

— i r- 

2 9 



oa,. 41 SPP TO 

-:> 



Ctticzpy) 



COL. 42 



5. In oddltioa to thoM-childCi^MA^ 
old or fOttOftr, hoo mhj cblldron ^ 
ovor 4 joaro of 090 do yoo bo¥t 
lliriot vitJi yoot rUooo Includo ooly 
your 000 cblldroo or clilldron for 
vim you or* vMpooolblo, 





0 


om 


2 




3 


fOOR 


4 


rxvB 


5 


tzx 


6 


wnN 


7 


Mioiir 


S 


MSIB 


9' 



$ttU9 to 
MOR A 



6. Cottld you plMOo tolL^ thm ttiM» ""BwyxwiER "^^ ^ 

•to at laat bUthday and aax of oaeli nrito la naMa NOTB h 

of your chlldraa who art 7-12 yaara •^^ •••• 
of afa. Ut'a bagin vltb tho _ 
oldaat. 

aa>.43 Mt COL. 44 iSi col. 4^ 

CHXIfi Mo. 1 Mala 1 

M«M ranala...2 

— — C0L.44 Cpt.47 COL. 48 

CHILD MO. 2 Halo 1 ' 

MM riauaa,..2 - 
COL 49 COL.SO COL. 51 

CMXU) Mo. 3 ^ Halo 1 

jUmm r«BMda. • .2 
COL.52 C0L>S3 COL. 54 

CHIU> MO. 4 Mala 1 ' 

MM p«Maa...2 
Cia..55 C0L.56 Sf5LsJa_ 

aaw MO. 5 Mala 1 _ 

M«M Pwla...2 
C0L.58 C0L.5f COL. 40 

CMILD MO. 4^ Mala 1 

..2 



MOCT A 

nmmUt tbat you baw boon frovldod vltb ahliaran^a aaetlona and tbat 
ooa la la bo f Iliad aot for^aaab ahlld 12 yoara or yoongar. If a ^rMt 
baa botb pra*aebool and aebeol-aga eblldran, cba fol^oirlnc aaetlon rafara 
to aga*aaboolara aaW. ^^^^ „ 



MMP WESHMXan CAM) A. 

7. lUay puTMts have • diffieolt tiM DXmoiLT mt 

Mtting ttp child enm arrangMnts b. fAXULY ommwr 
for thair ehlldrm. Nhat bmw bMn c. MT omnoovt/mn un 
your «cp«ri«icM7 Rm you had • ^^nonx tm 
roUtivoly. difficult tiM or an aaoy s.MY TOIB 
tiaa — t t ing u p rti i l d wo arrango* 
oaata for your childraa? looking 
at thia eard, which atafctaant 
iottor boat diacribaa your 
oaporianco? 



tMct ucK cm A. 

O0L.i2«<^iaP to 



In tho laat yoar which of 




OfOUSB AT MMl 


ov 


thaaa child caro arranga- 


B. 


MALT QAY KmSBlY OCilOOL 


02 


aanta havo you uaod or 


c. 


Q^p OAY CAKE CBIflBIt 


03 


aorioualy oonaidorad 


0. 


ovn OAY cm cnim 


04 


uaiiig7 JUat tall wm tHs 


t. 


mo tTAtT FKXHON 


OS 


lottora. 


r. 




Oi 




6« 


rxMT aum 


07 


fiMms).) 


1. 


mn IKBLATIVB AT Tom m 


a oi 




X. 


mni niATXVB at momn 


Of 




J. 


mm lK3MtElATIVB AT 


10 




K. 


yOOR aOMB 
mn MOH-lQEtATXVS At 


20 






AWMflA HOME 

om (syicipy) 





'0 



f • OOdar praaant circuMtaneaa* 
if you had to diooaa aooog 
thm varioua ttatikoda of child 
eata ahom oa tha card, 
which ooa would you chooaoT 
Juat givu mm tha latter. 



A, 
»* 

c. 

D. 



ssoasE AT 

IBkV DAT 
OBOJft Y CABg 
OTSER OAT 



O0i;.70-71gK» TO 



02 
03 
Ok 
05 

Oi 

07 



B« wm KBUTIVB AT TODR WOa 01 



X. WITH XBIATJVE AT ABOTHBK 



J. WUR MON-lkBtATXVE AT 
torn HONE 

X. *rra hob-eelatzve at 



Xi* OXm (SPECIFY) 



Of 

10 
20 
30 



16 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
12 
IC 

12 

10 

10 



TAKE EACK CAED 



mm E EifO W PEB T CAED C« 

10. P^ tha type of ^lild caro 
that you choaa, what la tha 
furthaat diataaco mmj ttcm 
your hdBa or worh tiiat it 
ooold ha located? 

— I IB TBMS or TIME) 



LESS TNAN S NXBDTBS 
S-10 N2EB. 
U<-15 BXBB. 
10-20 BXBB. 
NOiB TB MI_Km XBB, 

(MCTYI 



COL 7| SKXP TO 
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P^^^^ ^ prorited for 
yottr chiMrM or iioiil4 yov 
pcof or ^ pcorldo your oim 
troaifoi;tatioo for Umb? 



vm TioBPOtiATXoii nmixm 
VRtm TO nofvittB* am tuvs- 



C0L«1I tKIF ID 



IS. Por tho ^yp9 of ^414 cor^l 
yoo cKom; Iwv Mch would 
your f bo wiUliif and 
«iblo to q^oad o»oh nook for 
year yomigoot diild? 



mm XN DouAit jMotnr 



(por wMk) 



13 



13. Por tho typo of diUd eoro 
you ttaooo, hov auch would 
your f «Uly bo oblo to 
•pond oodi wtok for all 

your ^Idroa? 



8PP 10 

mm » DoiiM MKxntr « 14 

$ COL.li«lf 

(por WMk) 



14. Cdold yoo ploftoo toll mo 
hoir Mch yoo now ipond oo 
child caro ooch wtok for 
oil your childroA? 



to 



mm JM miM fmrnr is 

$ COL. 20*,^ 

(por WMk) 



15. Thinking of the tfpm of child c«te that yoo choae, dooiog what 
hours would you want your childron to spend there each day. 
Ut'a begin with Hooday. (REirAT POR UUm OAT OP THE tfCElt.) 



MOi. 


Pr«B 


TUBS. 


Pror. 


UKD. 


T.xm 


TGOIS. 


Prow 


PRI* 


Prow 


SAT. 


Prow^ 


SUN. 


Prow 







AM 

iM 
-IK 
M 

-m 

AM 

-m 

AM 



To 



to 



To 



To 



To 



AM 

AM 

-fM 



To 



To 



AM 

-fM 
AM 

-IH 
AM 

-PM 
AM 

-fM 



AM 
-TM 

AM 
-PM 

AM 
-PM 



COT*. 2401 

4 

COL. 32-39 
C(H.. 40-47 
COL. 4<-55 
C(H,. 54-63 
C<H*« 64-71 
COL, 72-79 



GO TO 16 
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I 



mm KE SPO M DE ir T cm p. 



16. P«opl« luMf« May r«uoii« for thoMing ocM child cam arrang^MBt ovwr aaothtr. 
X would Ilk* to rMd mo of tho— roaooos to yon. Tor Mdi ocko X road to you, 
X MCMild liko you to toll mm ha^impottmnt or uaiBpoirtaitt yoo c ono ido r it in 
diooolag A child caro arran9«Miit» By giving oo^ • acoro fzon 7 to»l« you will 
bo tolling no bov iaportont you oonoidor oa^ it«i. A oooro of 7 noana you 
ooQoidor it vary inportant, tihilo m acoro of 1 naana you oonaidor it vary 
oniMportant to you. 

Xiat*a bagin with thia foaturos 

xironriEicRt AFTER UCH Ttm, ASK "m mramiT or fmrnKKom do ¥0u phid 

raXS mtORE?" BB6XII VXTB tBB TZMST TTBi WOm AMD ASK ALL XTDIS. 
CXaCLE 0« HDNBESt FOR EACH XIBI. 









IMP 




XNPG 


RTMfT 


KNOB 


COL. 


A. 


Biovi<v«ia anothar naal in addition 


7 6 


S 


4 3 


2 


1 


0 


U 




to Aunch and awaffra 
















B. 


Vithin imlking 4fttwtf^ of bona 


7 6 


S 


4 3 


2 


1 


0 


12 


C. 


Opan coMfOHiant boora 


7 « 


5 


4 3 


2 


1 


0 


13 


D. 


Xnvolvaa paranta 


7 « 


5 


4 3 


2 


1 


0 


14 




Taacboa ^klldrao ooIora# mnte; 


7 6 


5 


4 3 


2 


1 


0 


15 




tho alphabat andl raading 
















r. 


An adult ataf f that tai'M tbo tiaw 


7 « 


5 


4 3 


2 


3 


0 






to tall you boif your child ia 


















doing 
















c* 


Available anytlna^ day or night 


7 6 


5 


4 3 


2 


1 


0 


17 


B. 


Man as wall aa ucnan looking 


7 6 


5 


4 3 


2 


1 


0 


la 




af tar tha childran 
















X. 


Bithin KnUrlfig diatanca f run uctfk 


7 6 


5 


4 3 


2 


1 


0 


19 



J, Bith othar ^lildran lika yoora , 7 
lU Bbaro all your aiildran oould ba 1 i 

gothar «dian oldar onaa ara not in a^ool 
L. Bacially intagratad, with childran 7 

of naay backgzeunda 



X. Balpa childran to gat along battar 

with aa^ otliar 
B. A plnea that ia aafa and doan 
O* h plA^ that ia dapandablo and 

rollablo 



P* BUf fed by adulta who 9xm 

well trained 
Baough atef f ■■tfiara to provide 

ny ^kild with individual at^ntion 
A. Staffed fay adults of "tiia aane 

ethnic background ea ny ^Idren 

S* Available year after year 

T. Pewar. than 10 aiildren pmr adult 

O* tea^ia children how to aiind end 

follow directions 
v. PJ^^e liiat your child ia usually 

eager to attend 



7 
7 



7 
7 
7 6 



7 S 



5 4 
5 4 

5 4 



5 4 

5 4 
5 4 



5 4 

5 4 

5 4 

S 4 

5 4 

5 4 

5 4 3 



BOr AT AU. DOB'T 



2 1 
2 1 

2 1 



2 1 

2 1 
2 1 



2 1 

2 1 

2 1 

2 1 

2 1 

2 1 

% 1 



0 
0 



0 
0 
0 



20 
21 

22 



23 

24 

25 



2d 
27 
2$ 



29 
30 
SI 

32 



TAKE SACK CA»^B. 



BKXB TO 17 



C-19 



17 A. 



Mit tm ymt tim emt mi tfM cliit4 cm cr 
tev clcM tim cliiU can is to ham cr vwkt 
he fMlity IC CflMl in tetii). 



17 B* OMUTclly cfMklag, Is tafccttag m IiIcaI 
jkU4 cm irritucc, dUdi am tapM 
UBC tc 9m: ' Hm mlMillty of • fmcl 
•tfuccticMl frcgrcB tor yc«r chil4, cr hem 
elm tte ckili can ic tm hmm cr Mrfct 



17 C. •mtmlly iyrtti^. Is ccUctlag m UUi 
Aili tmn crri^tmcr, ic mic Iwynr 
CMt tm ymi tiic 'miUbiliQr cf « foiMl 
c fcc i ti — e l fi c frca fcr jmr cktldg or cIm 
me •£ Che chiM cmf 



CQtT 

am 

1MH*T nof 



COL. 34 ffilf 
2 :> 17 C 



COST 

im*T nw 




CflL. 35 IMF TO 
IS 



1> 



U. UdKlat «t tite ccctf ccaU ym plmmm t»ll a 
•) iMA mt thm factm U aoct ta c nrt ot 
jm iM ccUctUic Ml Ucd diiltf cm 
Mittf JlMC toll M clM letter. 

h} Audi CMtor U 2bI mt iiiporfrt 
c) Mdi fMtor ic M mt 



(if cyccif M) 



Mi*T nor 





UC 
MQBT 


MOOT 


3rd 

man 




1MRMI* 

wn 


moB- 

TBBT 




A 


01 


01 


01 


B 


ot 


02 


01 


C 


0) 


03 


03 


D 


0% « 


04 — ^ 




B 


OB 


OS 


,,0$ 


f 


Oi* 


CO 


00 


C 


07 * 


07 


07 


B 


OB 


00 


00 


X 


01 




Of 


J 


00 


00 


00 



T^W Pffl f"^¥ f I 



BKF TO If 



If* VeiilO fm Ofccc or ^ic^rco €kmt thm foOcrsl 
Qum— Mt dmli wict tadlicc viili coed 
Imm bolcv 10,300 mvclly Im pi^ii^ for 
child cmf 



^iBAOttB 
BOB*? 



COL. 4 2 yiir TP 
1 

2 20 
0 



to. Cm yco tliirii «f casrtliiao ciMt mid 
iayrovo die crra^caisto for yoor fte^ 

OMrtflS UITCMI lldMlUB) 



eum TO wxK 

VXIB BBBC^Timt 



mm em^ cm 

1BTBB4CT WITH 



Hm A IBBCBm 

OP dcnfxm 

T B4T m LSM 
BnsMIVB 

ram Ml fBB- 



W ITB 1MB ^ fBB* 

nir BOBKB 




C-20 



7 



Wm, \ wmU lilM CO Mk yMi • to ^hmcImm about • opocifU cbiM coro «rraa§iMst. 



yil, 4i SKIP to 

21. Oo aqr of yoor chiUroo otfeioi dio 4oy m 1 2f 

coiro rv«g» 9f^mui tk» OffUo of MO ^ ^ 2 22 

Tpport— icyt 



tS« to fMlior Of* yoo vitii let mtm ym owr..* 
A. Vioito4 toroT m 



S. tmlkU to A friMi «oii« tho 
cottCort 



fiSEJS 

22. too ym ovor hoosi^af-tiao^ >cotm W I 22 

MocoT SO 2 2ft 

DOi'T KMT ft 2ft 




CJL.S2*S5 fm TO 

2ft* Wiot oso tiio 000 or ^oo aooc fMnrt-ooe roooono irtqr , , 25 

foo too fto ci fti ft MC ooai yowr cMiftCno) to 
to 0M> ftoy eoTO cootorT (fftOK) 



" . C0l..5ft>Sft ittP TO 

25« tot cfcowjio m^kt p i r ooo ft o yoii to ooo tlio ~ jft 

' M> ftigr ooio cootorT (fim) 



cot. 5f tro TO 

2ft. to oor^foor cliUiroo ottooi ooocto m I 27 

coro cootorT ^ ^ M 2 41 



fp^ ppot CAP F. 



ft 

C-21 



27. tar I weuU 111m to find out bov MtisfUd or 4UoAtiofiod you oro vitb varioM 
Mpocto of tho day cm ctaUr yon iwo* For ooeh icoa I rood, X vouU liko yoit 
to toll m how ootioliod or 4ioo«tioflod yoo oro. A ocoro of 6 mm tlMt you 
oro cMiplotoly vhilo « tcoro of 1 boom tlMt yoo oro cowlttoly 

dioo<tlofl«4* 

loe*o bosin with thio ototoMt: 

AFTEt lACH ITEM, ASK: lm UlUf^tD Ok DIStATZSraD AtK TOOT" 

cncu cn mmbr Fot iacv statehimt. 

Mkrmm pmATiSFm jam col. 



lOOd OOCh ItOMi 

A* With tbo diroctor of tlio o^ coro eoator i 

B. With tho chll4/toochor ratio i 

€• With tho aidoo a£ tho contor i 

D* With tho prograa for your chiU i 

B* With tho offoct of thU yrograa oe your child i 

r* With' tho in4ivi4ual attontiua that yout chiU 6 
to roeoiviag 

C* With tho oxtoat to iHiich paroata arc iavo|iwd 
im tho prograa 

I* With vbot you hawa to fay for tho rregrw i 

Z. With tho houra tho coator la opaa $ 

J* With tho coavMloBco of tho location $ 



« 5 4 3 2 1 



0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 



0 
0 
0 



<1 
<2 

<3 

H 

•7 
M 



r**ff ^'^"^ ft 

n. tar hamr do yoo tkiA your chiU(toa) U wl* 
tho prograaT Woold yoo aay mry happv, f«i«> 
hamr» or aot ^try happy? 



TEKT HAm 
FAIitT lAm 
iOT mr HAFFY 
m*T KMQW 



IEI» to 2$ 

SKXF TO 




mm mnmom am 



29. tar I would lllta to find out bow aatUf tod or dlaaattefi«d„yotf^A^wltb varlouo 
aapocta of tho 010 day cam cantor* For oach ^tan X road, X wouU like you to 
toll no h«w aatUflod or dlaaatiaflod yon arc* A ocoro of d aaana that yon ar^ 



- - „ yon aro 

latoly aatiaflod, «hiU a acoro of 1 ata no-thoc yoo^ro coaipUtoly dlaaatiaflod* 

Ut'o bogia with thia atatoiwnt: _ 
IWTgW^piEE; AFm EACH XTIM, ASK: "MOV SAtKFXED OK DISSATISFIED AKE ¥007" 
CIKCU on KMEK FOK SACK STATEKBIT. 

DON'T 



A* With tbo direct olf tbo day can cantor 

S* With tbo cbild/Uacbar ratio 

C* With tho aidoo at tha canter 

D* With tbo progran far your child 

S* With tho offoct of thla progran on your child 

F* With tbo individual attention that your child 
la raeaiving 

e* With tbo axtont to which paronu aro InvolYod 
la tbo progran 

H. With what you hava to pay for tbo progran ^ ~ 

X* With tba boura tha conUr la opoo 

i* With tho comronlonca of tbo location 



^ * * ^ 



5 

5 
5 
5 
5 



5 4 3 2 



0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 



COL. 

11 
12 
13 
U 
15 
IS 

17 

IS 
If 
20 



C-22 



SKIF TP 30 



T*T ^ Tf 



30. Hov happy do fou think your chiU(m) VHT H4m . 

U («r») with th« 010 pvo^ml ifovld FAULT WUPt 

MMf wry hi^ppy» fairly happy, or MOT WKt lAPPf 

DOC wvf happyt DOB'T I 



COL. 21 SKIP TO 




31. Baforo you tecidad to aand yoor child to 
tha OiO day cara cantar^ did you ^coaaidar 
tuf othar cantaraf 



^2. Vhy-idid you dacida afaiaat thM(T 

Ofomru KSfcusE raMtnsD) 



TOO EDBISXVB 
DD KOT LIKE L0C4TI0H 
TIAMTCKlATIOil VIOOLEHS 

wcatprBKiwn wm 

TOO LITTLB OXSCXfLIKB. 

UCK OF EDOCATUHAL WSUM 
LACK or PkOCIAM OF ACTIVXTXES 
4UCK OF TUniED STAFF 
CKILD MT ACCEFtED 
OnOCE (SFfiCIFT) 




33« At you aay know, at dia pvaaaat tiaa» part TE8 
of tha toitioQ at tha OEO cancer ia auh* WO 
fidiaad hf tha g oy a want. tfoald you ha«t MM'T EMI 

prafarrad to take thia aabaidy and apply it 
^inat tha coat of aoaa othar arrangaBattt? 



£0L^ 
1 
2 



SKIF TO 
34 
33 
33 



EMP lESFOMPEm CAKD B. 



34 • to what apacific errangcaaiit 
would you have prafarrad to 
apply thia aubtidy? 







C0L,30-31 


SKIP TO 


A. 


SFOOSE AT nONE 


®^ 




B* 


EALT DAT MUkSEET SCHOOL 


02\ 




C. 


0^ DAT CAEE CEETER 


03 \ 




P. 


OntfiK DAT CAEE CEETEE 


04 \ 




E. 


HEAD STAET FR06RAM 


55 ^ 




F. 


KIEDElGAmM 


06 


\ 


G. 


FIEST GIADE 


07 




H. 


tf ITE EEIATIVE AT TOUR HOm 


06 


•35 


I. 


tf ITH EEUTIVE AT AHOTHEE 
ttOlffi 


09 


J. 


tflTR EOE-EELATIVE AT TOUR 
MOKE 


10 


/ 


K. 


tflTH MON'REUTXVE AT 
MOmtBR HOME 


V 




i«« 


arm rsPEcm) 


30^ 





TARE BACK CARD B. 



35* Have you airar apent a period of tlaa — 
like over an hour or aora parties ^ting 
in tha activitiaa of the canur? 



ns 

90 

DOM*T KROf 



COL. 32 
1 
2 
$ 



SKIF TO 
36 
3S 



C-23 



10 



36. Vhat kind of «ctivitiM? 

Omxiru tBSPOMSB p eimiaieu ) 



imut mebtirgs 

HSLFIMS in CIASS 

AmoMvmMTn Dunit 

PXHA TiI98 

tourm TMMfOKtktim 

BMBBff Di tBCTOlSBIP Ot 

nssmsHip 

orm (siwiFy) 



mp to 




37, 



Hov MBsr tiM* Im ^mi pAraclMt«4 
in tiM iMt two aonthtT 



COL. 37 



OP TDfBS 



ttBJk 

3t 



38. ffhca ymi have ^MStieii* or commco 
Aboyt your chiU, who do yov talk 
to nt th o coacer? 

(Momni iB8fQi»B PUMiim ) 



TUCHBt 

ADB 

DXnCTOR 

pioracT Movnoft 
SOCIAL «Q«m 
fSlCMLQCIST 

am (SPBCXPT) 



C0L.3S-41 SKIP TO 
2 



39. Bm' h«viag yovr c1illd(r«ii) io this 
d«y cm ecntor Af foctod your Job 
or your oork in ony wqrt 



YES 
KO 

Mi'TBMI 



COL. 42 
1 
2 

i 



SKIP TO 
40 
41 
41 



40. lb vliat vajnt 



PBACB OP mm, pflm 

VCBBIES ABODT CBIUI C4BB 
U8S ABSEKTBEKM 
LB8B ISUtDIMBSS 
NOB ABSaimiSM 
MOIB 1ABDIMBSS. 
OMBB (SPBCm) 



C0L.43*4S SKIP TO 




41. ThinkioB for « momnt obout Che 
location of the OBO contor, voold 
^yott hmrm ^forrod tho OBO coator 
located witiiia valkins distonco 
of yoor hono or in nmrn otkor 
locatioot 



ra BEAK HOKE 

m IM 8CHB OTRKB 10C4TI0V 

10 LIKE FBBSEBT LOC4TI0i 

DOH'TXim 



COL. 4i SKIP TO 

1 <2 

2 42 

3 43 

4 43 



42. Bow «ncb extra vould you hm boon 
willing to ^ty per ^ild Mch wook 
for tho OBO ^tor to bo located 
thoret 



• 

(per week) 



C0L.47-5O SKI? TO 
43 



n 



■ant ulim yM Mit your chiiarm LZn XT 
«Md wslfAM nothtrs m mid— ^ tioiild 
foa Xik« it mm, likt it X«m, or 
110104 yoo liko it oboot ofnoUy 
oo aooh 00 fpo do 



II- OKCT fO 



Vm ST AlOOT TUB 
OOH*T XMOO 



> 



2 OOOld UlM to Oik JOA^O fov 



^Bootiooo, for ototioticol 



ooly. 



A. rim, nitli rooosd to your job, CS 1 A ^3 
i4iot io yoor Go «rodo lovol? 



00-5 



0»-7 



M«-10 
60-U 
CO*U 
OO^ll 
M-14 



Cfli>, ter TO 



03 
04 
05 
04 
07 
00 
Of 
10 



OOfc. 13 BCVr TO 

»• Do yoo boXoof to o rodorol m 1^ 

tt^loyooo* Oolon? m 2 

Doii*T moif § 

O0L.14 OKIF TO 



tm dM foot 2 MOCho* ibout boo 

tiBOf bofo yrobloM of bobyolttins 
or dilU cAvo orraoiooinu eoooo4 - , « 
yoo CO bo loto for oosfct « 



• ^ • ^ . . 00fc*15 OKXP TP 

p« If Mot t son^, aboot boo mmK$ tbwo 

bon yr«bloBt of Myolttlag or obiU coro 

eoo«o4 yoo to bo locate oorflf * 

Mobor of tlMii 



S« ■so 4d yoo ttouolly 9«t to 
OQOfc oodi 4oy7 



TftIS WO 

ORZVE imiLr 

OUtVi HITN TKSm 00 

iBUITXVB 
CM-POOL 

I fMUVBOMB 

isnczry) 




SIttf TO 



C-25 



DoM this kiad of traa^ortAtiofi «f f«et 
Urn kinds of dilld ouo arrangMato that 
yoo Mod? 



IP 



COt> 17 

1 



my TO 
c 
■ 
■ 



eat., is-20 



Zft tduit «oyo? 



SKIV 10 
■ 



coital 



IKZ» TO 



Ob this ocolo, ooittd you ploaso 
toll mm about kov satiaf iod you 
ara with your prosoat job* 



VOKt IkTZtf lED ' 

NORB ikTISrZED TIM 

DXSSIVTZSFIED 
NOOt DISSaTISriCD THM 

SkTZffXB) 

rmmLT oxsmtistibd 
VBV ozcnTxsrzD 




tail mcKCHio c. 



Ihiakiag nov about your oducati on , 
irtMt.wa* tko hlohaat grado or lovol 
^t you ooopl«<:od in ackool? 



OTH OmB at LESS 
SXGR SCHOOL XMOOHPLBR 
BXQ^ SCHOOL GmfiOAIV 



COL^ SKIP TO 



oouaes omnm 
OMDoais oii Morsssxowa 

OCHOOXi 




Mido fron you and your childran, 
uhat othor adolto ineluAing your 

tftitvttm HBOPOiifiES ftniimp) 



SPOOSB 




ormm uiativb 



OTSBE 




At tho praaont tiaa, ia your qpooao 
«9loyod« a atudaut, a hooa^^ ifa, 
or aaaathing alao? 



ITBI^LOyED 



misBfirs 
OMOt (smxrr) 




Would you aay that your apouaa 
uaually uorka full tiaa nr 
part tim7 



8KIP TO 



rOXi* TXNB 

WKKT TINB 

OTm <8PBCXPY) 




C-26 

u - 



Ita. Oo«s your spouM umlly iiork 26 wmIm 
or noro, or loss than 26 wMks por 
yoar? 



26 fM. IKM/mK 
LBS8 Tim 26/YBUl 



CQL,S5 Wm TO 

1 Wa' 

2 Mb 



Mb. MDttld ho/sho wrk sort outaido th* hono 
if you could find adoquato child caro? 



TBS 

MO 



cot, 36 tKIP TO 

1 Me 

2 M 



Nc. Mhat kind of child cara would that ba7 



COL, 37-3> SJEL2SL 

Md 



Md« Mhat kind of work would your apouao ohooaa? 



CG*# SKiy to 
M 



thinking now about your spouaa'a 
aducation, idiat ia tha higheat 
grada or laval that ha or aha 
ooBkplatad in achool? 



am G KMq^ OR LI8S 
HIGH SCMAl XMCQNFmS 
■I6H 8»00L atlUQATB 
SQNB COfAJCT 
OOU1B6B dmDCUlTB 
GMftDOATB OR FMQPBSSIONM. 



COL, 41 imp to 




O, In your opinion ia your apouaa battar 
abla than you ara^ to anawer tha 
^piaationa ia thia quaationnaira? 



MU 

DOM'T mOM 




P. Ara thara any othar adulta living with you 
«dio ara not working outaida your hcM« who 
would be working outaida your bona if 
■ora adaquata day cara vara availabla? 



HO 

OQM*T mOM 




Q. in your praaant circuMatancaa do you now 
hawr a raUUva who could conviniantly 
cara for your chilcUen? 



YKS 
MO 

DOM*T mOH 




HMiP RESPOMDENT CJUtt) H, 



M. Plaaaa look at thia card and giva mm 
tha lattar of tha group within which 
your own aga*group falla. 



A UNDER 21 

M 21-25 

C 26 - 30 

O 31-35 

S 36 - 40 

r 41-45 

a amt 45 



CQL4$ SKIP TO 




C-27 

14 



fox stAtistical purpoMS onXy* w* 
BMd to know your total fanily in* 
COM tor 1971. Plmmam look At tho 
bottoa ooction of this card mad - 
five tho lottor uliieh oovoro your 
total family incowa bafora taxaa* 
Xnelttda all BOiiiaa racaivad by yoo 
or any MMhsr of your fmily. 



m 

c 

D 
S 

r 

G 

■ 

z 
J 



M,O0i 5,499 

15,500^,999 

|7,000«»,49r^ 

$•,500-10,499 

110,500-11,999 

1X2,000-14,999 

115,000-17,499 

117,500-19,999 

$30,000 OR MORE 



COL . a>47 mf ID 

w 

03 
03 
04 

05 ^ 
04 ^ 
07 
Oi 

09 

10 



tm BUCK cautt) h« 



DO lOT ASKt 



T« Aaca 



rxx& oor 



BUICX 



COL. 48 
1 
3 
3 



U. Sax 



1 
3 



C-28 
u 



.ERIC 



Dim or anwnm 



m-fCHOX. CRIXi>IIIII*8 8BCTX0II 



COL* 11 
14 7 0 

of child Child vmbmt 2 5 8 

' 3 6 9 



XMTEinriElfERs IK>TB, the child nmhmr indic«t«d hmr% •Would corrtspond with th« 
child niMber indicated in th« Limtinq Section. 



9ow, 1 ifottld lik« to Ulk to yoa about each of your ptfe-achool childran tapurataly 
and about hew each of then nonally qpands their tiM. 

ZmERVZEWEiit ASK RESPONDENT IF ALL PRB-SCHOOL CHIIDREN HAVE THE SMOS AXRAICTtQIT 

AT AU. TIHES* IF "yES," COHBINE BESPONSBS FOR ALL PKiS-SCNQQL CHTO> 8 g » 
OM on CHIU>ptfl*S PAGE. 

UPON C0HFLSTV3II Of THE XNTEXVIEif, BESPONSBS FOR EACH CHILD SBOOtD, 
BONEVER# BE TlUOISCiaBB) ON A SEPAHATB CKUD'S PAGE* 

EACH CHXLO SHOULD HAVE A SEPARATE, FILLBMXIT CHIIMEN*8 PAGE* 



1. First, talking about 



(nM) 

regularly spend any ti»e 

(nene) 

away f ro« hoeM during the muik, or in a 
child care arrangittent at hoM that is not 
with either parent? 



YES 
NO 

CONErXNES 



COL. 12 SKIP TO 

1 2 

2 S8 

3 2 



2. How nany different arrange 
regularly have for ^_ 



its do you 



1N0 



daring the week? 



POOR 
FIVE 
SIX 

OTHER {SPECIFY) 




C-31 



3* fllMr« or with vhoa do#a 



•Hod tlM amy from your 
hoae Mch «fo«k or in « 
child euro orrAiigMeiit at 
hoMt that is not vlth 
oitbor ^ront? 

UADt PltMo indicato that on* 
plaea or pcraon wharo tha 
■oat tlaa la aptnt. 



COL, 

HALP DAT MUXSERT SCHOOL 
OBO OAT CARE CEMTDt 
OTHBR DAT COE CEMTEl 
BEAD STAKT PIOCSAN 
KWEIGAITEN 
nm GRADE 

VITR RELATIVC AT TOUR EOHE 
VITR REUTZVE AT AimUR WMB 
VITR ROK-RELAXm AT TOUK 



SKIP TO 




VZTH MOR^REUnVE AT ANOTHER 
■ONE 

OTBER (SPBCm) 



10 

10 
30 



40 

23 
Rota A 



■oiO A: PDRKA L CERTER PROGRAM OR SPECIAL SCHOOL — GO Q.A 
OTHER OOT-*OF-B0HE ARRANGQIEIITS — 00 TO Q.23 
IR-BQHE ARRANCEMERT8 GO TO Q.AO 

* PSE SCHOOL CHILDMR^S SICTIOR IR8TEAD 



CURRENT VORMAL ABRARGOIERT 



4. Vbara or bov did you f Irat laam 
•bout thU child cara arransaaafttT 



COL. 


16-17 


SOP TO 


REHSPAPER 


Olv 




StADIO 


02 \ 




TSLEVISIOH 


03 




PRISHD 


04 


\ 


REI^BOR 


05 




RELATIVE 


06 




AT Wtt nOK OO-HORRER 


07 




AT IfORK PRflH PORMAL 




/ 


INPORKATIOR PROGRAM 


08 




OTREk <SPECIFT) 
• 


7 




DO«*T EMOH 


so'^ 





5* for hov long haa 

(naae) 

aov baan In thla arran(eMit? 



LESS THAR 3 NOS« 
3 NOS. - 6 MOS. 
7 MOS* - 1 TR. 
MORE THAR 1 TR. 
DOR'T KMH 



SKIP TO 




6. About how many houra par waak doaa 

— - attand thla arrangaaantT 

(nua) 



00L« 



LESS TRAM 10 RR8. 
10 - U HR8. 
15 - 19 HRS. 
20 - 29 RES* 
30 - 39 HRS. 
40 RES* OR MORE 
DOM'T XMOtf 




C-32 



7* 

this arrMgcMnt. 



attmd 



OlILTXrLC IES?(HI8ES raMITTED) 



Momncs ovLT 
aftehiooiis omlt 
Bora Hon miics amd 

Afnuioovs 
ncRS 

VEBKmS 
OTBEt (8PCCIFT) 



20-22 8KIF TO 




8. Nov, approxlMtcXy how wich do you 
HT fT wcok to soiid 



to this pto$tm, •xcXudiiig th« cost 
of any biM or pick-up •orvlco you uoot 



Wtm HI AMOOIIT 

» 

(por 



xmiyxEifni: if resfovdent pats hcnitiilt or 

CALCULATE YOURSELF THE 
TOTAL VEEXLT FEE, FOR OKE CHILD OMLT* 



9. Do you alM rotuUrly 4oaat« any goods or 
MtvicM to thU profTM? 



COL* 23-26 



SKIP TO 
9 



TU 

m 

DOM*T XMOH 




10* Hov dOM 



this «cr«is<Miit OACh dayt 



got to 





COIf 2S 


SUP TO 


PICKED UP IT SCHOOL 


1 


U 


eOiB IT SUS 


2 


U 


mS8 IT CAR 


3 


12 


HALES 


A 


14A 


OTHER iSnClft) 


S 


XX 



XX* Hoif nieh do you p«y for 

truoportation por child oach vookt 



WRITE IH AMOOIIT 



COL. 29-32 SnP TO 
X4 



X2. Hho t«k«s 

(OMO) 

arrMgMMnt oach dayt 



to this 



(por vmRT 



RESFOHDENT 
SPOUSE 
ntlEND 
REIATIVE 

GROUP OF FRIENDS OR 

RELATIVES 
OTHER CHILDREN IM KT 

FAMILY 
OTHER CHXLDREH HI AREA 
OTHER f SPECIFY ) 



COL* 33 SKIP TO 



X3 



X3. How wich oxtra tlM dooa It taka you 
on tha way to work aach day? 



SKIP TO 



HONE 

LESS THAH 5 MIHUTES 
5-10 MIHS. 
XX - 20 MXNS* 
2X - 30 MIHS. 
MORE THAN 30 MIHS. 




3 

C-33 



14. lov mteh time 4om it talM 
t o g«t tlMrsT 



00L« 



UtS THAN 5 MXM. 
5-10 KIMS. 
U - 20 KIMS. 
21-30 Km. 
MOU TVAM 30 MZVS. 




15. 



About how ouch mrs. it any, nogld ^ WtlTl Bl AMOUMT 

f9» b« ifillliis to p%y ooch wook^fSr ^ 

tkU amagoMttt to b« vithin $ 

imlklog dUtmocB of your KomT <por «o^) 



COL, 36-3 



lAMD mrcmm camp i 

1«A. About hov for voold you bo vlUii^ 
to toko f or thlo 

(oom) 

orroafoMat if it voro frooT 



(Diotoaco la toxao of tiat) 



AUAMOiMEIIT IS flEI JKM 

wan Dooft 

LESS THAN 5 NXNUTB8 
5-10 NINS. 
11-15 MXNS. 
16 - 20 MIN8. 
HOitTHAN 20 1IINS. 

otm (spicin)^ 



1KMI*T nON 




UN* About bow for uouU you b« wiUlos 

^ t^ - for tbo 

(noBo) 

orrofsggMoat you aow havoT 
(Mouaeo la tono of tlM) 



?AKg lACK CAM) I 



NEXT DOOR 

tBSS THAN 5 MINI7TBS 
5-10 XZNS. 
11-15 MINS. 
16-20 MINS. 
MOM THAN 20 MINS. 

ozan (sncm) 



C0L« 41 SKIP TO 



MM*T KNOW 




17* Hov aoiy ooolo por duf (pot couatlag 

•"•cko) doao r mcMt^ cborof 

(OM) 



Caa Attoad tblo 

(noat) 

orroatoMat i4ioo ho/oho U alldly HIT 



COi. 42 SOT TO 



1 MIAL 

2 MEALS 

3 cm HONE MEALS 
DON'T KNOIf 



YES 
NO 

OON*T KNOW 




.If. 



Apyroxlnatoly hov May ehlldroa oro thoro 
ot thio orroagoaoat for oocb adultt 



LESS THAN 3 CHIU>EEN 
3-4 CRILDEEN 

5- 7 CHILDEEN 

6- 10 CHILDEEN 
11-15 CNILDNEN 
16 - 20 CHILmtEN 
MORE THAN 20 CHILDREN 
MR'T KNOW 



SKIF TO 




20* Dooo thlo child coro arroatoaoat ioeluda 
o foraal oducatloaal frograa that taaohto 
ehlldroa aui*oro, tho alphibot, or hov ^ 
to roodT 



ru 

NO 

MW'T XNON 



COL. 45 SKIP TO 

1 21 

2 22 
S 22 



6 
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2l« Bov wieh 1m« p«r Child woold yev 
«spMt to p&r ••ch vMk if tlwrc 
wtm no ouch profTMiT 



22. lov ancli «oro por child would you 
ho viUiat to pay ooch nook to 
hovo ouch a >rotraBT 



wtm ni AMOPyr 
I 

(por vooh) 

mm » Aott 
( 

(por HMh)^ 



COL> 4»49 «Py TO 



COL. 30-53 Sm TO 
47 A 



COlkBRT XKFOIKAL AIIAMCBfENT 



axf TO 



23* For how loot hoo ^ 

nov hcoa io thio orroascMiitT 



24. Abdttt how mnj hours per wook dooo 
opond with this 



poroonT 



LBSS THA» 3 MOS. 
3 MOS* * 6 NOS. 
7 MOS* * 1 TK« 
MOKE TRAV I 1I« 
IX»*T KNM 



LESS TIAM 10 nS. 
U» - 14 BUS. 
15 * 19 BRS. 
20 * 29 RES. 
30 - 39 EES. 
40 EES. OE MOEE 

Doii*T mow 




25. Dooo 



ottond this 



(dmio) 
orronstueot**.* 



(RULTIFLE EESPOESES PEEHllttt)) 



MOEEIIIGS ONLY 
;JTEEWOOWS OULT 
BOTE M0EEIM<» AED 

AFTEBNOOES 
OTCEtS 
VEEXO0)S 
OIBEIL (SraCIFT) 



CM,. 5^56 SEIP TO 



26 



26A. Do you poy this poroon or do you 
do Anything in rotom for howing 
your child cored for? 



261* What do you do in return for thia 
paraon takins cara of your child? 



YES DO SOMETHmC 
IE EEIUEE 

PAT 
BOTH 

OTHEE (SPECIFY) 



COL. 59 SEIF TO 
1 26E 



26D 

26B,aD 
26B 



COL. 60-62 SKIP TO 
26C 



C-35 



2§C. About bov musf hotnrt uch wtA 
do you optad doiog cbiof 



Vote B: IF FAT, ASK 260. OTHEBS GO TO 27. 

26D. About hov such do you piy oocb 
week for tblo poroon to c«k« 
caro of your ehlld? 

mERVZEHBI: IP USPOMDENT FATS 
NOVTRLT OR DAILY, 
CALCDUTE TOUISELP 
THE TOTAL WEEKLY FEE 
FOR OKE CHIU> ORLT. 

27* Bov dooo ^ |ftt to 

cblo arroagoMit oacb day? 



COL. 63 SKIF TO 



1*3 RU. 
4-6 BBS. 
7-9 BBS. 
10 • 14 BBS 
20 BBS. OB 
DOR'T XROV 



BRITE IR AHOORT 

$ 

(por wMliJ 



IN 
1/* 



Roto B 



COL. 64«67 



FICKBD DF BY RELATIVE 

OR mkBEUnVB 
GOBS BY BOS 
COBS BY CAB 
HUJtt 

OTBEB (SFBCIFY) 



ex. 66 SKIF TO 
1 2S 



2 
3 
4 

5 



2S 
29 
33A 
2$ 



2S. Bov sucb do you pay for 
tranaportatioa par child 
aacb «eak7 



29. Ubo takea 

(aoM) 
arransaacnt aach dayf 



to thia 



WUTE IB AHODRT 



COL. 69-72 SKg TO 
31 



Cpar vaok) 






COL. 


BESFORDERT 


1 


SFOOSE 


2 


FBIERD 


3 


BELmVE 




6R0UF OF FBIERDS OR 


5 


RBUTIVES 




OIHRB CRILDRER IR MY 


6 


FAMILY 




OTREB CBIUmSR IR ABBA 




OXREB (SFECIFY) 





-30 




30* Bov auch extra tlaa doaa it taka you 
OQ the vay to work each da^T 



LCSS THAR 5 NIRUT88 
5-10 Mm. 
11-20 MIRS. 
21-30 MIRS. 
MORE THAR 30 MIRt. 



COL. 74 SKIF TO 

1^ 

4 

6- 



31. Rov mtch tlM doaa it taka 
.to fat tbara? 



(mm) 



LBSS TEAR 5 
5-10 MIRS. 
U - 20 MIRS. 
21-30 MIRS« 
MORE TEAR 30 MIRS. 



COL* 12 SKIF TO 




6 

C-36 



4 



«. ■mTn— COL. 13-1^ fKI? TO 
32. About hov aucb txtra. If any, IMTg Ul iMOOMt 55J- 

UDold yott b« villlns to pay 

p€t child toch week for thlo 

•rrangflMnt to be vithln welklog • 

dletMco of your hoM? (per week) 



COi. 17 



33A« About bow far would yov be wUllni 
to take for this 

15=S5 

arraageaeat if It vero freat 
(Dlataoca In teraa of tiaa) 



uajMman is ms ww 


1- 


NUT DOOR 


2^ 


LESS TIM 5 MUDTIS 


3 


5 * 10 MISS. 


4 


U • 15 KIIB. 


5 


16 * 20 MDIS. 




70 Ka&. OE MDU 


7 


oiBft csFBCirr) 





SUP TO 
^331 



1KMI*T OOU 



SPP TO 



33i« ilboot bov far would you be villiat 
to t^ for tbe 

orraogaBent you aow have? 



34* Hov uany uaala per day (not countlnt 
anacka) doea , 



receive thcret 



35« Can attend thla 

' (ne-e) 

arrangeuent whaa be/aha ia 



■ildly ill? 



34* Approxiuately bow uany children ere 
there at thia arrantaaent for each 
adult? 



List THAU 5 M»n» 

5-10 urn. 
u - 15 Kna. 
16 * 20 Mms. 
20 mis. OE HOES 
OTBEE (SfECIFT) 



DON'T mou 



1 MEAL 

2 MEALS 

3 OE MOEB MEALS 
DOi'T EMOtf 



•TES 
MO 



LESS TEAM 3 CHXLDESM 
3-4 CHILDEEM 

5-7 cmuum 

8-10 CEXUMtER 
11 * 15 CBIUmEN 
16 - 20 CHILMEE 
MOEE TEAM 20 CBItDEEE 
O0N*T EMOW 




SEIF TO 



SEX? TO 



C€fL. 21 SEIP TO 

l> 
2 
3 
4 
5 

I' 



37* ^oea thia child care arrangauant include 
any educational activitiea that teach 
children nui^bera» the alphabet* or hov 
to read? 



YES 
MO 

DOM'TEMOW 



COL. 22 SEIF TO 

1 3S 

2 39 

s ^9 



7 
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Mem wuOk mid you aicp-et to 
HT nt ehlld Mch wMk if tlMtt 
vtrt no such AetlvltlMt 



mn n inoottt 
f ^ 

{ft iMtk) 



coi'' ^3^^ way TO 

47A 



Sf« low aueh sort would you b« villlm 
lo P«r child Mch vook to hm 
ouch octlvitlooT 



OOL, 27*30 iKIP TO 



CDIUHT ZmOBUL AttUVQBCBIT 
AT Ton MNE 



40. lor bov long tm 

•ov hotn In thlo arr^Montt 



41. About Kow mmxf hooro prnt io 

..h-uthi. 

onongiaonty 



to 



LIM nUM 3 HOg. 
3 MM. • $ HQS. 
7 MM. • 1 TK. 
NOn \TUM 1 TR. 
IN»*T MNOW 



UtS TBAK 10 ns. 

10 • 14 ns. 
15 • 19 m. 
20 - 2f ns. 
30 - 39 ns. 
40 US. Oft MOtE 

Do«*T now 




42. Io 



oc 



thlo orrongonont 

(WtTWJ UfPOKSES raMtniD) 



cot. 33*35 Sm TO 



AFTtRMOONS 

nans 



onn (spBciFY) 



43 



434. Do you HT thlo poroon or do you 
do Anything in rotum for h«vii« you 
your child eorod forT 



TM 00 iOMETHIMC 
IK inUftM 

PAT 

ion 

OIMn (SPSCIFT) 



COL* 36 mp TO 
1 43B 



43D 

43B,CAD 
431 



4^. Vhot do you do in rotum for thlo 
poroon taking ooro of your childt 



COL. 37>30 SiCIP TO 
430 



C-38 



43C» About bow mny Hours oocb nook 
4o you opond dolnf thUt 



Moto Ct Xr FAY, A8X OTim. 00 TO 44* 

43D* About bov much do you pay ooeb wook 
for tbU porton to uko eoro of 

ebUdt 



1-3 ns* 

4-4 BM» 
7 * f KM* 

10 - 14 ns» 

20 ntS* on HDfttf 
DOi'T KHOU 



gO^, 40 nif TO 



iuto C 



latm » AHooifT 



COL. 41-44 SnP TO 
44 



44. 



45. 



iMTEwrmfati if kisfqioeiit fays 

MCOTRLY OR WEEKLY, 
CALCUUTE YOOUELF THE 
TOTAL VEBELY FES FOU 
OMB CHILD 0«.Y 

Oooo tbU poroon oloo do any bouoowork for you 
llko clOMlnt, ciM>klag, Ironlat. or obopplnt 
•t tbo MM tlM Ho or obo coroo for your 
eblld(roii)t 

VHicH of tbooo thlofo dooo tbU 
porooo dot 



wookX 



COL* 45 SHF TO 



XMTEEVXBUBEs 



IBAD THIS UST; 

AUXW NOLTIFLE ESSFOHSES 



TES 
NO 



CLBARIHG 

COMQWG 

nOMIMG 

fNOFFIHO 

OTHEE (SFECm). 



45 
47A 



COL* 46*49 SEIF TO 
1' 




COL. SO SEIF TO 



44« for about Hov aany Houra doaa 
tbia paraon do thaaa tbinea 
aaeb vaakt 



LESS THAU 5 HODES 
5-10 HES. 
11 * 15 EES. 
U - 20 HftS. 

21-30 nis. 

NME THAN 30 EES. 
DOH*T ENOV 



47A 



FEEVIOUS AEEANGEHENTS 



COL* 51-52 SEIF TO 



47A* laforo you cHoaa tbla cblld eara a 
arrantaaant, vHat vaa your ^avloua 
arraataaMnt for tbia cbildt 

EEAD t Flaaaa indlcata tHat oaa placa 
or paraon wbara tba aoat tina 
naa apaat* 



tflTb EESFONDENT AT IKME 
WITH SFOOSE AT HOKE 
HALF DAY NURSERY SCHOOL 
OEO DAY CARE CENTER 
Onra DAY CASE CENTER 
HEAD START FR06EAM 
EINDERCARTEM 
FIRST GR^J>E 

WITH RELATIVE kT YOUR HOME 
WITH REUTIVE AT AKOTHER HOME 
WITH NON-REUTIVE AT YOUR 
HOKE 

WITH NON-EEUTIVE AT ANOTHER 
HOKE 

OTHER (SFBCIFY), 




K 51 
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47i. loir aueb tiM 41d It tAm 
thsrsT 



Utt mm 5 

5 • 10 imis. 
u - 20 Mm. 

21 » 30 KIMS. 
NOU VUM 30 KIW. 




47C. A^t hov Mieh d5d 70U 

p«r child p«r wtsk for that 
ArrsngmiitT 



cot. 54-S7 



mm ni amodt 



41, For hov long mm your chUd In 
thU proviouo child cars 
orronsoMaeT 



ram mm 3 
3 Momis • § NMmtt 
7 Nomn - 1 mm 
wmmmi mm 

MK't I 




4f . Vhat is tho soot iaporUnC roMoa that 
you 4«cld«td to oiritch to tha child cars 

arranfffsarf that 

goaa ti«T 



XaSaT 



COL, Sf>ai WF TO 
SO 



so. How vbold you faal about uaiag your 100 UOOIO im TO 

mvioua arraasaMnt afain aoMdayt TOO UOULD DO SO OMLT 

ItouM yoy aay: IP TOO IAD V 



cot. i2 $m TO 



TOO WULO Wt HMT TO ) SI 

RUM LOKBt AVAIL- 4 
ABU POt mZS CHILD 
I'T 



10 
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zixBfzwBtt rztL nil out muAmT rot iaoi oixld mxn va (vbi-scbool) 
chldui vhe au. xm thb iamb nmous AUAimaMT 



Sl« Nov, Z mould Ilk* to tuA to you • liot of IttM th«t aro foaturoo of various 
MIA w mn$n$mmau. Vor ooch om X road, X nouid tiko you to toll m 



lAotiMT yottv froMot child cato orroi^o 



mor— , or Ahgut tho 



io botfr. 



M your proviouo arrintouaif oo tbot footuro. 



■UP EACl XCTMt 

A« Providoo Mdtkor aool la addicloa to 

luach aad aaacka 
!• Vitldtt valkli^ dlacaaca of 
€• Ofm eoovaalaat hours 
D* lavolvaa faroata 
B. loachaa childraa coloro» 

tho alyhahot aad raadlaf 
f • Mm adult otaf f that takaa tho tlua 

to toll you hov your diUd la delag 
6. dffailahla uoytiua, day ar alght 
I* Moa aa uall aa mmtk looklag af tor 

tha dilldroB 
X. Vithlm ualklag dlataaeo frou uoth 
J. Wth othor ohUdroB Ilka youra 
K. Uharo all yoar chUdrM Mild ho totathor 

uhaa tho oldOr ouoa ara aot la achool 
U laclally Istogrotad, vldi ddldroa of 

■aay haektroiiada 
V. Mal^ chllC^oa to got aloog hattar 

uith oach othor 
I. A ylaca that la aafo cad doaa 
0. k ylaeo that im doyoaiahla aad ralUhU 
f • tt^f ad hy adalta uho ara noil trolaad 
^ iMugh auf f —lira to yiovida ay child 

with inditldoal ottoatloa 
I« itaffad hy adulu of tha aaua othaio 

haehgrouai aa ay ehUdroa 
S. Avallahla yaar af tar yoar 
t. Fouor than 10 Ohlldraa par adult 
V* taachaa chUdran how to alad and 

follow diroetloao 
yiaoa that your child la uaoally aagar 

to ottaad 
V« Coot to you 



Xt 



XS 



Wn APPLICAIU/ 



COL> 

12 
U 
U 
15 

17 
18 

1$ 
20 
21 

22 

23 

24 

25 
26 
27 

28 

29 
30 
31 



33 
34 



SKIP TO 

52 



•lOONUkT AUAMCXMZinS 



52. Aaido from tha prlnclyal child cara arrant^ 
that you aro yraaoatly uala(» do you havo 
aaothar or r a nf Ma o t that you uaa f or 
durlill uorklag hourof 



COL. 35 SKIP TO 



TBS 

m 



53 
#2 



Ts=sr 



u 
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COL, 

99A. Vhat kind of •rrsngMMot Is let SELF AT HOME 

muss AT HOKE 
MALF DAT MmSERT SCHOOL 
010 Wt CARE CENTER 
OTHER DAT CARE CEirrER 
READ START PROGRAH 
ETHDERCARTEM 

VXTH RELATIVE AT TOUR BOHE 
WITH REUTIV^ AT AKOTHER HOHE 
VXTH HOK-REUTIVE AT TOUR 
■OKE 

VXTH WM-REUTZVE AT AHOTRER 

HOHE 20 
OTHER (SFECZFT). 30 




53R. Bov did you first hoar of 
this srrsatOMntt 



COL. 38>39 lEIF TO 



MEHSPAFER 
RADIO 

TELEVISIOH 
VRIEM) 
HEIGHBOR 
REUTIVE 

AT WORK FRflH OO-UORKER 
At WRX FROH fORMAL 

mORKATICM PROOtAN 
Olia (SPECIFT) 




08 
09 



D0i*T UM 



•0> 



About how Bsny hours per vsok does 

^ ^speod la this child 

(naae) 



cers srrsaReaeAtT 



lUZ THAN 10 HOURS 

10 - 14 KRS* 

15 - 19 RES* 

20 29 HRS. 

30 - 39 HR8* 

40 HRS. OR MORE 

DOR't KNOV 



cot. 40 SEIP TO 
6 



55. Does 



COL, 41-43 SOP TO 



<os»o) 
thfs srrsngeBent* 



sttcnd 



OfULtlPLR RESPONSES PERMITTED) 



HOUIINGS 

AFTERNOONS 

iOTR MORNINGS AND 

AFTERNOONS 
NIGHTS 
VEEKENDS 
OTHER (SPECIFT) 




,56 (or 57 
If self 
or spouse 
froa 53A. 



12 
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twrminoBkt 06 mot mk fS6T0R "snr" and "trouts at nokt* on issa* 



Si* ApproxiMt«Xy how auch tfo you pay 
por WMk for this ArrangvMnt? 



IP RESPOlOeNT PAira MONTHLT 
OA OAZLY, CALCUtATE YOUR- 
StV THB TOTAL NEEXLY PSB 
fOA 0MB CNZIO ONLY. 



NNXn XN AMOUNT 



ipmx WMk) 



COL* a-47 iKI> TP 



57* Do you ttM Ni^ro than ono child etxc 
Arr«ii9«Mnt bocftrso you liko it uiat 
wy, or boeanoo you can^t find juot 
OM that Mtisf iM your aotds? 



LXXt IT 

CAN'T FIND JUST 
TO SATISfY 
(SnCZTY) 



DON'T XNON 



90L. 4A mi? TO 

y 



ARAANCCMENT NXTH PAANNTS 



S9. 



— ••■y hfl«o or 
hono that ia not with aithar parai»t7 



Nhat was tha Imat ehild eara 
arrangiMnt of this typa that 
you uaad for f 





COL* n 


aant W 


1 


m mt NO 


3 


DON'T mON 


• 




COL. 50-51 


HALT DAY NUNSERY 8C«X» 


02v 


OEO DAY CARE CmBR 


03\ 


OTHER DAY CARE CSNm 


04 \ 


»A0 8CART PROGRAN 


05 ^ 


XZNDBRSARTEN 


04 


FIRST CRAOB 


07 


WITH REIATIVE AT YOUR 


04 


NONE 




WITH RELATIVE AT 


Of 


ANOTHER HONE 




NITN NON-RELATIVB AT 


10 


YOCm HQHE 




NXTH NON-RELATIVB AT 




ANOTHER HOHE 


• V 


OTHER ISPBCIFY} 


30/ 



•KI> to 
59 
42 
42 



EKIP TO 



40* For how long was 



in this arranganant7 



CIMO) 



LESS THAN 3 MONTHS 
I N0$. - 4 MOS. 
7 M06* - 1 YR. 
NORTH THMI 1 YR. 
DON'T^XNOW 



SKIP TO 
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€1. Ittwt mrm ttm aost iaportaat xmmom 
that yaa teclM to awltdi to taking 
eaxs of tho ^illd yourooivoo? 



CQItAjSsSl to 

•a 



ALL ttsranvis: 



tt. Do'tho 



eur« arronfiontfal fdr 
v«xy f rai wMk to 



(CnCXFT) 




*3. Xf you «tr« not ablo to uoo this 
(tliMo) child euro orr—yHHtlo) < 
libftt otlMT anangwatU) «oali 



CO L. 5»-5t amy to 



14 
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ERJC 



Schoolchildren *s Section 



C-45 



\ 



•CllOObCllIUMIBI*8 SBCnOII 



of chiia 



Child maitar 



14 7 

2 5 • 

3 « f 



niTBRVXEiiERt MOTE, thm Child iwber indie«t«d htr« should corrospond vith tho 
CMXU) nuidtMr indicatod i<i tho Listing Soction. 

Mov, I would liko %o talk to you about aach of your achoolchildran aaparataly, and 
about how aach of th«i nomlly apands hia or har tiSM. 

XNTERVXBMBat ASK RSSPOMDENT IP ALL 8CH00LCHIIi>R£N HAVE THE SAME ARRAMGSIEliT AT 
ALL TINES. IT "YBS,* COMBINE AI^POMSES FOR ALL SCHOOLCHILraEM ON 
ONE CHILDRtfll'S PAGE. 

mOH COMPLEnON OP THE XNTERVIEN, RESPONSES FOR EACH CHILD SHOULD, 
MONEVER, EE TRANSCRIBED ON A SEPARATE CHILD'S PAGE. 

EACH CHXID SHOULD HAVE A SEPAHATE, FILLED^-OOr CHILDREN'S PAGE. 

PLEASE USE THIS FORM FOR ALL CRlUmSN MHO ARE IN 8CH00I. USHJODING 
FIRST GRADERS. 



1. First, talking about 
whsra did 



(name) 
ragu^arly 



(nsaa) 

apend tlM bafora or after school 
during thia past school y««ar? 

READt Plaasa indicate the one. 

place or person idiere the 
Rost tisia was spent before 
or after achool. 



,^fOK9&^>Mme 0^ C0L.12«13 SKIP TO 

STAYED PREin MUCH ON HIS/HER >0 



OHN OR WITH FRIEMDS 

DAY CARE CENTER 
HEAD START PROGRAM 
WITH RELATIVE AT YOOR HOME 
WITH RELATIVE AT ANOTHER 
HOME 

WITH MON-REUTIVE AT YOUR 
HOME 

WITH NON«-REUTXVE AT ANOTHER 
HOME 

OTHER (SPECIFY) 



-10 




DON'T KNOW/NO ANSWER 



SO 



^0 



2. For how long waa 



in this arrangssMnt? 



(mm) 



LESS THAM 3 MONTHS 
3 NOS. - 6 MOS. 
7 HOS. - 1 YR. 
MORE THAN 1 YR. 
DON'T KNON 
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3. About hov MBy boors par WMk did 
attaod this srrsn^s 

(nsM) 

Mat during th« school yoar? 



LB8S tIM 10 
10 - 14 RKS. 
IS - 19 «8. 
20 - 29 m. 

30 * 39 W S. 

40 nS. Oft NOKB 
OOM*T nON 




sttsnd 



4. !>id ^ 

(MM) 
this ArrsngiMsnt* • • • 

OKtVttKE RESRMSES PBnUITB)) 



coL«i6-ii sm TO 



BOn MOIIIXMGS AMD AFTBIKXMS 

mans 

Otm (SP9CZF 1 




Mow* spproxiBstsiy hov anch did you 
psy psr wek during ths school ysar 
to s«Bd to this 

(nsHs) 

srrsngoMntf sstcluding ths cost of 
sny bos or pick-up ssrvics you uss? 

ZNTEflVZEIIER: IF RESPONDENT PATS 
NOMTHLY OR DAILY, CALCOIATB 
YOURSBIF THE TOTAL NEBXLY FEB« 
FOR ONE CHILD ONLY. 



NRITB n tSOOtiT 



<pS!r vosic) 



vm TO 



COLJ.9-22 



INTERiriEHERt FOR OUT OF HOME ARRAMSDIEMTS ONLYt 

6. Hov did gst to 

(nmm) 

this arrsngoMmt ssch day? 



PlCXED OF BY CHILD 
CARER OR FR06RAM 
GOES BY BOS 
GOES BY CAR 

WUJCS 

ODIER CSP6CIFY) 



COL. 23 SKIP TO 
1\ 




XKTERVIEUERs DO NOT ASK FOR OMLT CHILD, (A NHEN ALL ARE IN SAME ARRAMGSfENT: 

COL. 24 SKIP TO 



Uss 



togsther with sny/sll 



<nsiis} 

of his or her brothsrs or sistsrs in this 
progran? \ 



YES^-ONB OR IK»E 

YES*-ALL 

NO 

OOH*T XNON 




3« Did ths child cars arrsngcMnt for 

vary frosi week to wssk, 

CnMs} 

or WAS it pretty Buch ths saas each week? 



SANE 
VARIES 
DON'T KNOW 
OTHER (SPECIFY) 



L. 23 SKIP 
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f • If yott Marf not able to um this 
child car« ArrangsMnt, vhat oth«r 
arrangcMont tiouid you um? 



C0L>26>2S SKIP to 
10 



10. Nov thinking only about tho lu— ir 

• aoAths, doos rogularly 

(nm) 

^•nd any tiao in a child cara arrangiant 
«wav froa hona or in an arrangtnt at hmm 
that, is not with aith«r parant? 



YBS 

1K> 

DGM'T 



C0I»#2f 










COL.30-31 


Hhara* or with nhoai, doaa 




My cm CORER 




ratrolarly 




MEW STMT pRcxam 


05\ 


CnMa) 




lOTH KBXATIVE AT YOOR « 


MB 08 > 


spend tiaa in this arrangsa 


ant? 


WITH REIATIVE AT 


09 






ANOTHER* HOKE 








NITB NOH-RSIATXVE AT 

rant NONE 


10 






WITH NON tKTiATtVE AT 


V 






ANOnEE NOME 

OTHER imcm} 


30^ 



MAEP RESPOWDENT C3UB) A, 



12. Did you hava a relatively 

difficult tiae or an easy tiaa 
setting up a suMner axrangasent 

for your child? 



DWXCDLT TImE 

PAXELT DIPriCUZff 

NOT DZPPICDLT/NOT EASY 

PAXRLy msr 

EASY TINE 



OOL.32 SKIP TO 




TAKE BACK CARD A, 



13. 



Do you prefer or would you have preferred to 
have just one arrang«Mnt for , 



su ssii r and winter? 



(MM) 



NO 



OOL#33 



SKIP TO 
14 



14. Now, approotiaately how such do you 
pey £er week to send 



SiUCP TO 



miTE IN AMOPNT C0L,34-37 



(nam) 

to this sueaer arrantsnsnt, exdudins the 
cost of any bus or pick-up service you uset 

XmBRVXENBRs IP RESPOHraNT PAYS NOMTtfLY 
OR DAILY, CilLCOZATB YOUR* 
SEUP THE TOSAL NEEKLY PES, 
PON ONE CHIXD ONLY. 



(per wee)c} 



TOO mr NDCB TOR YOUR RELPl 
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APPENDIX D 



CROSS-TABULATIONS 

All /Of the cross-tabulations described in this section 
have been delivered to the Office of Evaluation, OEO as part of 
the deliverables of this project. 

D. 1 OEO Questionnaire 

Two sets of cross-tabulations were produced using the 
complete sample of respondents to the OEO questionnaire.^ The 
*first set of cross-tabulations used the following column headings 
or bazmer: 





Users 








OEO Employees 


Non-OEO Employees 


Non-Users 


Total 


Spouse^ 
at • 
Home 


No 
Spouse 
at 
Home 


Sub- 
Total 
OEO 
Employees 


Spouse 
at 
Home 


No 
Spouse 
at 
Home 


Sub- 
Total 
Non- 
OEO 


Spouse 
at 
Home 


No 
Spouse 
at 
Home 


179 


1 


20 


21 


0 


21 


21 


43 


94 



One of the 43 users was not interviewed until after these tabu 
lations were prepared, so the total number of respondents in 
these tables is 179, rather than 180. 



I 



The other set of cross-tabulations used a banner 
based on the age categories of the respondent's children: 





Users 


Non-Users 






Both 










Sub- 






Preschool 


Sub- 








total 




Preschool 


and 


total 


Preschool 


School Age 


Both 


Non- 


Total 


Only 


School Age 


Users 


Only 


Only 


Ages 


Users 


179 


33 


9 


42 


68 


38 


31 


137 



Each item ix^ the OEO Questionnaire was tabulated against 
these two sets of baimers. The two sets of cross-tabulations have 
been delivered to OEO as one of the final products of the project. 
These tables were used to plan subsequent analyses. They provided 
a means for determining the numbers of respondents in various s\ib- 
groups that could be used for comparison purposes and a means of 
examining the overall response patterns to individual items in the 
questionnaire . 

However, the interpretations of these t£tbulations are 
limited in several ways. They involve all non-users of the OEO 
CDC in the interview sample. As such, they include a number of 
subgroups vriio were sampled using different probabilities of 
selection* In addition, there is no clear way to distinguish 
between non-*users who have a clear need for day care and those 
who do hot. 

For these reasons, a specially-defined comparison 
group was identified to provide a better basis for user/non- 
user contrasts. Of the total sample of 180 respondents, 97 were 
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selected as showing need for some form of child care on a regular 
basis. Criteria for need were established as (1) absence of 
spouse* (no spouse, or spouse not available for child care during 
the day) , and (2) use of child care for at least one preschool 
child 30 hours or more per week. This group of 97 included the 
43 CDC users and 54 users of other types of day care. These 54 
persons were designated as Comparison Group I. 

Each parent in Comparison Group I was characterized by 
present day^ care arrangements . 'To do this, the child who was in 
day care fot the greatest number of hours was selected and the 
primary arrangement^ for that child used to characterize the 
parent. A set of cross- tabulations was produced with the following 
banner: 





Users 


Comparison Group I 














Informal 






Total 
Respon- 
dents 


OEO 
Employees 


Non-OEO 
Employees 


Total 
Users 


Formal 
Arrange- 
ment 


At 
Home 


Out 
of 

Home 


Total 
Comp. 
Group 


Other 
Non- 
Users 


180 


22 


21 


43 


10 


17 


27 


54 


83 



''Formal arrangements" includes all other day care centers 
used by respondents; ''Informal at Hc^aae" covers care in the home by 
both relatives and non-relatives such as housekeepers or babysitters t 
and "Informal Out of Home" covers those arrangements made for child 
care at the home of a relative as well of non-relatives. 



The arrangement in which the child spent the greatest number of 
hours • 

1 
1 



Subsequently, a subset, of Cos^arison Group I was identi- 
fied and designated as Comparison Group II. This designation 
referred to 48 of the 54 members of Comparison Group I who had at 
least one child in the age range eligible for the OEO CDC (2-5 
years) • Comparison Group II was used for many of the special 
analyses described in the report, but cross-tabulations comparing 
users and COTqpsurison Group II were not developed. 



D.2 Preschool Questionnaire 

There were 192 preschool questionnaires con^^^ted. Each 
child was then classified according to the arrangement where he 
spent the most time. The file was cross- tabulated against the 
following banner: 





OEO 
Day 
Care 
Center 


Other 
Formal 
Arr£uigement 


Informal Arrangement 


With 
Parent 
at 
Home 


Total 
Preschool 


At 
Home 


Out of 
Home 


192 


48 


26 


16 


39 


63 



In the case ^ere a child was primarily at home with 
the parent, but spent some time in a day care arrangement, the 
ietailed section of the preschool questionnaire was used to ques- - 
tion the parent about the secondary arrangement. Therefore, in 
the cross-* tabulations, there are responses to questions about 
formal and informal arrangements in the coliunn "With Parent at - 
Home*" 




-i 

D.3 School Children Quaitionnaire 



There iiere 115 school childretn's sections coaDq>leted« 
Each child was classified according to where he spent his time 
before and after school during the last school year. The file 
was then cross- tabulated against the following banner: 







Informal Arrangement 


Spouse at 

Hcsne or 
on His Own 




Total 
School Age 


Formal 
Arrangement 


Out of 
Home 


In 
Home 


Other 


115 


5 


24 


19 

1 


64 


3 



ERIC 
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APPENDIX E 



RECOMMENDATIONS REGARDING THE QUESTIONNAIRES 



In general, the greatest difficulties with the question- 
naires used for this project were experienced with questions 
relating to costs. Recommendations relating to cost questions 
will be presented first, followed by comments pertaining to 
questions on other topics. 

The OEO questionnaire asks the respondent how much she 
now spends on child care each week for all children (Q.14) . The 
Preschool Section and the School Children Section contain the 
following items, all of which may be considered to be elements 
of the total cost: 

* 

• Preschool 

Q,8, 26D or 43D - Cost per week for preschool child 

Q,ll or 28 - Transportation costs for preschool 
child 

Q,56 - Cost of secondary arrangement for preschool 
child^ 

• School Children 

Q,5 « School year costs for school child^ 

Q^14 - Costs for summertime arrangement (may be one 
week of summer camp or arrangement for. entire 
summer) 



No separate item on transportation was included for secondary 
arrangements or for arrangements for school children* This 
situation should be corrected. 



E-1 



It is not feasible for an interviewer to retain all these 
separate elements of cost in her head and mentally check it against: 
the total cost in Q.14. Furthermore r even if the interviewer was 
able to perform this mental feat, it would mean a good bit of back- 
tracking at the end of the interview through all the different 
sections to straighten out any inconsistencies of response. 

It is recommended that a separate cost sequenct^ be added 
to the interview. The respondent should first be asked for £otal 
cost and then ask for the itemization by child and by arrangement. 
If there are discrepancies, these should be resolved inmiediately. 
It is recommended that general information about type of arrange- 
ment and number of hours spent in each arrangement be collected 
as part of the sequence. The interviewer could refer back to this 
as she fills in the details on primary and secondary arrangements 
later on. This would make the entire flow of the interview much 
smoother for cost questions as well as other topics. 

A few further comments on specific questions relating 
to actual or hypothetical costs are in order. Q.12 asks the^ 
respondent how much she is willing and able to pay for child 
care for her youngest child; Q.13 asks how much she is willing 
to pay for all children. The terminology should be the same in 
both questions, lAatever is desired. 

Q.14 is skipped if the preferred day care in Q.9 is 
""Spouse at Home.** There is no particular reason ^ for this, as 
8<»iie persons who prefer their children to be at home with their 
spouse do presently have day care costs. 

If the questionnaire is again used in the Bvamer, a 
decision should be made as to what to do about temporary summer- 
time costs for day camp and other special, relatively expensive 



arrangements. There would semi to be some merit In eliminating 
arrangements which last less than say, one month in figuring 
current total costs. 

There are several questions concerning how much extra 
a respondent would be willing to pay to cd>tain child care of a 
certain type or how much less she would expect to pay if certain 
features were removed from her current arrangements. It appears 
that some respondents responded with the total amount they would 
be willing ^o pay rather than the additional amount. If a cost 
sequence such as the one described earlier were used and the 
responses recorded on a separate chart that the interviewer kept 
in front of her during the remainder of the interview, then the 
interviewer could take the respondent's reply to these questions 
of additional cost and add it to the current cost and probe by 
saying, "Then you would be willing to pay a total of $_ 7" 

In the preschool questionnaire, the respondent is not 
asked for transportation costs if she reports that the child ^jbb 
to the child care arrangement by car. Our results indicate some 
respondents are pacing for car transportation and this skip 
pattern should be modified. 

One final conTOnt on the issue of cost. There appear 
to be some serious discrepancies between incomes reported by 
users and fees reportedly paid at the OEO CDC. One possible 
source for these discrepancies is the fact that the center defines 
income as the "combined annual salaries of you and your spouse." 
The questionnaire definition asks for incmie received by any 
member of the family. Given the high percentage of single parents 
in the user group, some of %9hQm were living with relatives, one 
would expect the Income reported to the center to vary somewhat 
(and in some cases quite a bit) from that reported in the 
interview. It is recommended that the questionnaire be made to 
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conform to the definition used at the center. If desired for any 
reason, a separate question on total family income could be asked, 
too. 

There are only a few recommendations on items other 
th£m those pertaining to cost. 

First, there is a general instruction at the bottom of 
page 3 of the OEO questionnaire that says that if the respondent 
has both preschool and school*- age children, she should be 
instructed to answer the rest of the questionnaire for her pre^ 
school children only. Our interviewers had the impression that 
respondents with children of both ages did not really keep this 
instruction in mind throughout the OEO questionnaire. Since most 
respondents had only preschool children or children of both ages 
(and only a few had school-^age only children) , it would have been 
preferable to sprinkle the phrase "preschool children" throughout 
the remainder of the questionnaire. Interviewers could then have 
been instructed to omit the word "preschool" ^en the respondent 
had only school-age children. 

Q.8 of the OEO questionnaire ask respondents to list the 
child care arrangements they had used or seriously considered 
using during the past year. Some respondents did not list arrange 
ments they later reported they were using. Others gave responses 
^ich did not seem completely consistent with their subsequent 
responses. It is recommended that Q.8 be broken into two separate 
questions. First, the respondent should be asked which arrange- 
ments she has actually used in the last year. With the list still 
in front of her, she should be asked if she has seriously 
considered any of the others. 

In Question 9 of the OEO questionnaire, respondents were 
asked to choose the one ^pe of child care they preferred. A 
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number of respondents felt they could not choose one because their, 
preferences would vary by child. It would be relatively simple to 
allow for this in the questionnaire and it would retain some 
valuable infoirmation. The question of preferred child care could 
be asked separately for each child (or for children in different 
age categories) . This procedure would encourage more multiple 
responses, but the additional information is probably worth 
knowing. 

Question 1 of the preschool section needs a rehauling. 
It is a very difficult question for respondents to understand and 
our interviewers quickly learned that a "No" answer should not be 
accepted at face value. A better approach would seem to be to ask 
i^re the child is during most of the hours the respondent is 
working. If "At home with spouse," then the next question could 
pertain to whether the child is in this arrangement full-time or 
irtiether any other arrangement is used. 

The questionnaire sequence in the Preschool Section for 
iQformal arrangements in the respondent's home (Q. 40-46) is very 
sparse. Questions pertaining to existence of educational 
activities and willingness to pay more (or expectation to pay less) 
for these should be added. A question could also be added on how 
far the respondent would be willing to take the child if she could 
obtain a similar arrangement at no cost (similar to 16A and 33A) • 

At present, the respondent is not asked how long it takes 
for a child to get to his day care arrangement if he walks (Q.IO 
and 27) . While it can be expected that all of these times would be 
short, nonetheless a cleaner analysis of "distance to day care 
arrangement" could be achieved if the question were asked. 



1 
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APPENDIX F 



RESPONSE INC(XISISTENCIES 

All questionnaires were reviewed by members of Westat's 
professional staff. During this review, an attempt was made to 
resolve all major inconsistencies in the interviews. This resulted 
in recontacting about one-half the respondents. 

Most of the difficulty revolved around the issue of 
costs paid for day care. Table F-1 catalogs a number of cases 
for which cost data could not be completely resolved. In each 
case, the action taken is indicated. 

Question 3 of the preschool questionnaire required the 
respondent to indicate the arrangement in whi^h the child spent 
the most time. The response dictated which section of the ques- 
tionnaire was to be used to collect detailed information about the 
primary day care arrangement. Subsequently, Q.52 asked if there 
was a second arrangement in which the child spent time and, if so, 
a short series of questions was asked about that arrangement. 

In a number of cases, the number of hours reported for 
the secondary arrangement was greater than the number reported 
for the primary arrangement. In classifying respondents according 
to the primary arrangement used for the child in day care the 
greatest number of hours, we used the arrangement associated with 
the greatest number of hours. In a few cases / respondents did not 
answer the detailed questions for this type of arrangement, but 
for their secondary arrangement. 

Question 26 of the OEO questionnaire asked if any of 
the respondent's children attendee \ day care center other than 

p 
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the OEO center. Three members of Comparison Group I classified 
as primarily using formal arrangements said "no" to this question. 
In two cases the child was In a half*-day nursery school, which 
the respondents did not consider to fall within the definition 
of day care center. In both cases the child was in a secondary 
arrangement also so that the criterion of 30 hours or more a week 
was met. 

In one case, the child was temporarily away on vacatiqn 
and the respondent said no to Q.26 because she was not presently 
using a center. However, she answered the preschool section for 
the arrangement she had been using before the child went on 
vacation . 



Table F-1. Resolution of inconsistent response patterns on ques- 
tions of cost 



Case # 


Problem 


Action 


286308284 


Respondent has two children. 
Spouse works part-time. Pays 
housekeeper $40 for two days a 
week. Prorated $12 for day care, 
remainder for housework. Gave 
weekly costs of $6 each in child- 
ren's section. Gave total of $40 
weekly cost in Q.14. 


Changed total in 
Q.14 to $12.00. 


999999907 


Respondent has two preschool 
children in center. Gave weekly 
costs of $7.50 and $3.00, respec- 
tively, for older and younger. 
Gave total weekly cost of $3.00 
in Q.14. 


Changed total in 
Q.14 to $10.50. 


423544434 


Respondent pays $30.00 a week plus 
$10.00 transportation for one pre- 
school child. Pays $37.50 weekly 
for school age child during school 
yeat; $60 a week in svimmer. Gave 
total weekly cost of $100.00. 


Changed total to 
$77.50. 



Table F-1. Resolution of inconsistent response patterns on ques- 
tions of cost (Continued) 



Case # 


Problem 


Action 


999999920 


Gave costs of $35.00 for preschool 
child, $7.50 for school age child. 
Gave total cost of $20.00. Could 
not be reached for followup. 


Eliminated total 
cost from record. 


642201677 


Tj^o children in OEO CDC. Gave 
individual costs of $8.00 and 
total qf $8.00. 


Changed total to 
$16.00. 


4p2262421 , 


Respondent has one preschool 
child. Reported weekly cost of 
$15.00 in Q.14; $17.50 in pre- 
school section. 


Changed total cost 
to $17.50. 


388620591 


Respondent has three children. 
Oldest child is in nursery school 
30-39 hours at weekly cost of 
$16.00. Spends remaining time 
with housekeeper. Two younger 
children with housekeeper full- 
time. Housekeeper is paid $90 
week. Total cost given as $105r 


Total cost coded 
as $99.99 (maximum 
allowed for in 
coding) . House- 
keeper assumes to 
work 50 hours @ 
$1.80 /hour. 
Assumed oldest 
child with house- 
keener for 10" 
hours . Prorated 
housekeepers 
hourly wages over 
children. $6.00 - 
secondary cost for 
oldest. $42.00 
each for younger 
two. 


801879526 


Two preschool children. One in 
kindergarten part-time at $15.00 
weekly cost. Babysitter paid 
$17.00 a week as secondary 
arrangement for older child, full- 
time arrangement for younger. 
Gave $34.00 total cost (apparently 
did not consider kindergarten as 
day care. 


Changed total to 
$49.00. 
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Table F-1. Resolution of inconsistent response patterns on ques- 
tions of cost (Continued) 



Case # 



999999902 



564901677 



528811678 



Problem 

Two school children in free 
arramgement in summer, cost $15.00 
a piece in school year. Preschool 
child - $7.58 a week year round. 
Total cost given as $7.58. 

Respondent's preferred method of 
day care was ** Spouse at Home" so 
Q.14 was not asked. 

Two preschool children with 
weekly costs of $15.00 a piece. 
Total costs given as $25.00 
weekly. 



Action 

Changed total to 
$37.58. 



Denied total cost 
of $25.00 from 
individual records. 

Changed total to 
$30.00. 



